IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY

Digital Repository

. . Towa State University Capstones, Theses and
Graduate Theses and Dissertations y-ap v )
Dissertations

2012

Rational choice and moral intent in the responsible
conduct of research

Anita M. Gordon
Towa State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/etd

b Part of the Ethics and Political Philosophy Commons, Higher Education Administration
Commons, and the Higher Education and Teaching Commons

Recommended Citation

Gordon, Anita M., "Rational choice and moral intent in the responsible conduct of research" (2012). Graduate Theses and Dissertations.
12899.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/etd /12899

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at lowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Graduate Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University

Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.

www.manharaa.com


http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/etd?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/theses?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/theses?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/etd?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/529?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/791?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/791?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/806?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/etd/12899?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Fetd%2F12899&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digirep@iastate.edu

Rational choice and moral intent in the responsibleonduct of research

by

Anita M. Gordon

A dissertation submitted to the graduate faculty
in partial fulfilment of the requirements for thegree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Major: Education
Program of Study Committee:
Stephen R. Porter, Co-Major Professor
Larry H. Ebbers, Co-Major Professor
Linda Hagedorn

Mack C. Shelley, II
Clark Wolf

lowa State University
Ames, lowa
2012

Copyright © Anita M. Gordon, 2012. All Rights Reged.

www.manharaa.com



Table of Contents

LISt OFf TADIES ... et eeeee e s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeesennennnnns ii
IS o TSP UPOPR \Y
ACKNOWIBUAGEIMENTS ...t e ettt e e eeee e e s s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeennes %
Y 0151 > Vo SRR Vi
(@ gF=T o] (=] g I [ 01 o To [ [ 1o o ISP 1
Background and Problem Statement..........cccceeee e 1
PUIPOSE Of the STUAY ...ceeiiiiiiiiiii e et e e e e e et e e e e e e e eebeebnn s 2
Limitations and DelimitationS...........ccooiccceee i e e e e e e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e eeeaaenees 3
Theoretical FrameEWOIKS ......ccoooo e a e 4
RESEAICH QUESTIONS .. ... ciiiiiiii e et e e e e e et e e e e e e et s e e e seesenesaa e e e eeeerannaeens 4
DefiNitioNS OFf TEIMNS ..ot e e e e e e e e e e e b berbnn s 5
Significance of the STUAY ........ccoo oo 9
Chapter 2. Review Of the LIterature........coooeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiee e 11
Prevalence of Research MiSCONAUCL .........ccooeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 12
Causes and Solutions for Research MiSCONAUCT ceaueeetvvveiieeeeieiiiiiiiieeeeiiiiiiiis 13
1Y/ Fo] = Ul B LYot [T T 1V = 1] o S 16
Rational ChoICE TREOIY ......uiiiiiiiiee et 19
Integrating Morality and Rational ChOICE ... . eeevreeriiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeceseeeveeeaneeaneees 22
DISCUSSION ..ottt mmmmmm oo e e e e e et e ettt ettt bttt e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaeeeeeaeeeeeeeeeaarrnnnnnns 27
Chapter 3. Research Design and Methods .....cccceevvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 28
RESEAICN DESIGN. ..ttt e e e e e e e e e eees 28
Y= 10 1] 0] = PSPPSR 28
SamMPliNG PrOCEAUIES ......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeaeeeeeeeeeeannnnes 29
1YY Voo P 30
INSIrUMENt ANA MEASUIES .......coiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeee ettt e e e e e e e neaaeeaaeaeeeeeeeanees 34
Chapter 4. RESUILS ....ccciiiiiieeeeeieee s e oottt s s s e e e e e e e e e eaaaaaaaaaaaeeaeeeeeessnsnnnnnnns 48
Respondent CharacCteriStiCS ..............iiceemmmmreeeeeetteiaae e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeereeenneeseeeeannnas 48
1YL = AN ST o 0= o | 49
Rational ChoiCe ASSESSMENL.........ccoiiiiieeeeemmee e et a e e e e e e e 55
ReQression MOAEI .........oooveiiieeii s e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e as 62
Chapter 5. Summary and CONCIUSIONS ... 65
Y 0] o L= T[RRI 70
(] (= €= 0o =T TP 80

www.manaraa.com



List of Tables

Table 1. Study SamPIES........cooiii e 34
Table 2. Crosswalk of FFP and QRP Scenarios by Researcher...........ccccvvvviceeeennn. 37
Table 3. Characteristics of Study Sample.........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiii e 48
Table 4. Disciplinary Differences in Probability of Misconclu................ccoovvvviiiiicciinnnnnn. 51

Table 5. Disciplinary Differences in Moral Dimension and Mbdudgment AssessmentsS
Table 6. Correlations Between Moral Dimension and Moral Joeignt Mean Responses$5

Table 7. Perceived Likelihood of Detection of Misconduct............ccoeeeviiieiiiiiieeeennnn. 56
Table 8. Perceived Likelihood of Sanctions for Misconduct.............ccoceeevivvieeeiiinnees A8
Table 9. Reliability Co-Efficients for Variable COmMpOoSIteS............ccoovvvviviviiviiiiinnnennnn. 6l
Table 10. Estimates of Probability of Misconduct................ooovviiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 63

www.manaraa.com



List of Figures

Figure 1. Excerpt 1 from Survey INStrument ... 37
Figure 2. Excerpt 2 from Survey INStrumMeNt........ccccceeeiiiiiii e 43
Figure 3. Probability of Misconduct by DiSCIPIINE ... .eeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiieeee e 50
Figure 4. Probability of Consequences for MiSCONAUCT . canueeeevvvvviviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiins 61

www.manharaa.com




Acknowledgements

| would like to extend my sincere gratitude to Btephen Porter for his efforts in
guiding me to conduct a strong and worthwhile redeatudy, even after leaving the
university and moving 1,500 miles away. His conmaiht to quality and integrity, and his
patient understanding, have been key to my sucbefisjn class and with the dissertation.

| would also like to thank other members of my cattee and of my graduate
program for their assistance and support in tresigadventure. Dr. Larry Ebbers provided
the welcome and the ongoing instrumental suppaittitand so many others have needed to
succeed in the program. Dr. Mack Shelley and Drd& Hagedorn provided useful advice
and thoughtful criticism at important points in f@cess. And Christy Twait, my colleague
and co-conspirator, offered the encouragementmsmration without which | would not
have actually pursued doctoral studies.

| am especially grateful to the National Sciencarkéation for providing the funds to
support my study. The doctoral dissertation gedlioived a much stronger design than
otherwise would have been possible.

Finally, I would like to express my deepest apmgon to Dr. Clark Wolf, Professor
of Philosophy and all-around smart guy, for hissistent, kind, and unwavering support
since my first unannounced visit to his office fgears ago. In teaching by asking
guestions, and consistently communicating carecandern, he has made this experience the

fun and fascinating journey | had hoped it would be

www.manaraa.com



Vi

Abstract

Academic misconduct among students has been ths tda tremendous amount of
literature for a number of decades (Crown & Spill&d98). However, academic misconduct
among faculty has received much less empiricahtitte (Steneck, 2006). This research was
designed to contribute to the literature by empilijcexamining the possible effects of
rational and moral judgments on faculty researcéconduct, with a focus on the social
sciences. The purpose of the study was to exgherapplication of a particular theory of
human behavior — Rational Choice Theory — to thenpmenon of misconduct in research
and to do so in the context of the James Rest, @haral decision-making framework.

A national survey was conducted involving 2,07Qufgcmembers in sociology and
psychology departments from a random sample ofreldntensive universities, which
resulted in a survey sample of 581 respondent rdlationship between moral assessments
and rational choice measures of the perceivedlitiet of detection and sanctions was
explored using scenarios involving clear or ambiguesearch misconduct. Participants
rated the likelihood they themselves would takeatt®on described in the scenario under the
same circumstances while also rating the moralratadnal choice features of the situation.
Multiple regression was used to predict the efééehoral and rational choice assessments
on the probability of engaging in misconduct. Ressshowed significant effects for moral
judgment as well as potential shame and embarragneeducing misconduct, but not for

likelihood of detection or external sanctions.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Background and Problem Statement

Academic misconduct among students has been ths fif a tremendous amount of
literature for a number of decades (Crown & Spill&¥98). However, academic misconduct
among faculty has received much less empiricahtitte, in spite of a longstanding interest
in the problem within the sciences (Merton, 1948] a growing national and international
interest in scientific accountability, largely detv by sensational media reports of human
rights violations and cases of scientific fraud (Mell, 2000; Peake, 2010). Sociologists
and philosophers of science have been discusssegreh fraud and the normative practice
of science at least since the 1800’s (Babbage, (B316)). But it was not until the 1950’s
that widespread public attention was drawn to huswnjects research misconduct, in the
wake of the World War Il experiments by the NaZlsis gradually evolved in the 1980’s
and 1990’s to a broader emphasis at the federal tevresearch misconduct beyond the
medical field, sparked by Congressional hearingsraadia reports of notorious cases,
leading to federal policies and regulations, resegrants, and scholarly conferences
(Steneck, 1994; Steneck, 1999, 2006).

The regulations and greater attention at the &devel have led to an exponential
growth in scientific integrity and misconduct traig at research universities across the
country, under the presumption that better educatia training in what constitutes research
misconduct will serve to prevent or reduce thedeoce of it. But is this an educational
problem, grounded in a lack of knowledge? Or &sbcio-environmental problem,

grounded in modeling of peers and mentors? Ipselaf individual virtue involved? Or
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perhaps sloppy, lax behavior encouraged by a laokomitoring and enforcement? One
author helpfully categorized these various explanatinto “individual impurity” of
scientists, “institutional impropriety” in univetgiand organizational settings, and a
“structural crisis” in science as a whole (Sovac@608). Unfortunately, empirical research
to explore which of these explanations might betrhefpful in understanding the causes of
the problem is limited. According to Steneck (200667), “This is where efforts to improve
integrity in research need to begin, with the adrsfudy of deviations from professional
standards, their causes, and measures that maguanably be expected to change behavior”.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the present study was to expl@epiplication of a particular theory
of human behavior — Rational Choice Theory — tophenomenon of misconduct in
research. The role of rational choice in theaes® process was explored in the context of a
moral decision-making framework for explaining r@s# misconduct. The Rest, et al., four-
component model for moral decision-making posit fbur dimensions are involved in the
process: moral awareness/sensitivity, moral juddgfmeasoning (where most of the research
has been focused), moral intent or motivation fthlancing of moral with other pertinent
issues to form an intent to act in one fashionnmtlaer), and moral action/behavior/character
(Jordan, 2007; Narvaez & Rest, 1995; Rest, Beb®alglker, 1986). Given that not all
decisions in conducting research involve a moraipanent, how does one determine when
a moral issue is present? When the situation thvesve a moral question, how doese
determine what is the best course of action? Tasent study examined the idea that both
moral and rational assessments of the likely camseces of a given course of action play a

role in forming an intent regarding how to proceddthe relative importance of moral versus
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rational choice factors in determining how to aciiore and less serious misconduct
situations was also explored. Misconduct was erathin the context of the federal
definition of Falsification, Fabrication, and Plagsm (FFP) as well as the loose category of
behaviors known as Questionable Research Pra¢@ées).

Limitations and Delimitations

This study was designed to focus on tenured anatégrack faculty and thus may
not directly contribute to our understanding ofdaraic misconduct among students or other
groups. It also did not directly address the retethip between funding expectations,
conflicts of interest, and other pressures that bencreasing the likelihood of misconduct
for some groups.

In addition, response bias may be a concern imgbgts from this study due to the
sensitive nature of the subject matter. The useeharios likewise may be seen as a
limitation, since assessment of scenarios is athgbical thought exercise not involving
direct self-reports or observations of miscondugtractice integrity. Thus, the study did not
target or measure actual behavior, arguably theatlé goal of research of this nature.
There is consistent but limited evidence to sugtiesdtthere is a link between moral
judgments and actual behavior (Beck & Ajzen, 19@hyj thus caution must be exercised in
drawing conclusions about behavior based on traystsults.

Finally, it should be noted that the terms “moratid “ethical” are used
interchangeably in the paper, although some schealauld suggest that it could be

important to distinguish between them.
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Theoretical Frameworks

The theoretical framework for the study was angrated model involving Rational
Choice Theory and the four-component model of maeaision-making. The likelihood of
faculty engaging in research misconduct was exagniméhe context of Rational Choice
Theory — the individual’'s assessment of the castsleenefits of specific research decisions
or actions. Among the costs that were measurecamaspated shame or embarrassment
arising from the action, what might be seen asisghbsed potential sanctions, in addition to
the perceived certainty and severity of other imfakr or formal sanctions.

Moral assessments were defined in terms of thedomponent model of moral
decision-making (moral sensitivity, moral judgmemngral intent/motivation, and moral
action). In other words, a given individual's respe when confronted with an ethical
research decision was hypothesized to be govempdrt by the perception that a moral
guestion is involved in the situation as well ategermination that a given course of action is
morally right or wrong.

Research Questions
The study examined the following research questions

1. To what extent do rational choice factors prethie intention to commit research

misconduct?

2. To what extent does the awareness of and judgregarding a moral component

predict the intention to commit research miscon@duct

3. Are moral sensitivity and judgment associatéth vational choice assessments?
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4. To what extent is the ambiguity of a given esk decisiorfe.g., QRP versus

FFP)associated with the relative importance of moral mtional choice factors in

the determining the course of action?

Definitions of Terms

Among the challenges for researchers and regslatiee has been clarity in
nomenclature and taxonomy in regard to researcbamdiict. A variety of terms,
definitions, and classifications have been propdBauiple, 2002; Sovacool, 2008; Steneck,
1994; Steneck, 2003) but agreement on them hasst@srdue to the sensitivity and
potential impact of the issue. The following défons are examples of those proposed by
federal committees and/or scholars in the fielceitent years.

Responsible conduct of research (RCR)RCR is defined by one leading author as
“conducting research in ways that fulfill the predéeonal responsibilities of researchers, as
defined by their professional organizations, theiiations for which they work, and when
relevant, the government and the public” (Sten26k6).

Fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism (FFP). As stated in federal regulation,
research misconduct means fabrication, falsificator plagiarism in proposing, performing,
or reviewing research or in reporting researchltgesbabrication is making up data or results
and recording or reporting them. Falsification iampulating research materials, equipment,
or processes, or changing or omitting data or tesuich that the research is not accurately
represented in the research record. Plagiarisheigppropriation of another person’s ideas,
processes, results, or words without giving appad@rcredit. Research misconduct does not

include honest error or differences of opinion. @QJ& CFR 93.103)
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Questionable research practices (QRP) Questionable research practices are
actions that violate traditional values of the egsh enterprise and that may be detrimental to
the research process. Questionable researchgasatiay include a wide variety of

activities, such as:

e Failing to retain significant research data foeasonable period.

e Maintaining inadequate research records, espedaliyesults that are
published or are relied on by others.

o Conferring or requesting authorship on the base specialized service or
contribution that is not significantly related teetresearch reported in the
paper.

e Refusing to give peers reasonable access to urégearch materials or
data that support published papers.

e Using inappropriate statistical or other methodmefsurement to
enhance the significance of research findings.

« Inadequately supervising research subordinatespoiéing them; and

o Misrepresenting speculations as fact or releasiatjpinary research
results, especially in the public media, withow\pding sufficient data to
allow peers to judge the validity of the results@reproduce the
experiments.

(U.S. National Academies of Science, 1992) (p.6)

Another approach to defining misconduct has beed by DeVries, Martinson,
Anderson, and colleagues, which involved askingrd@sts themselves what they considered
to be unethical (De Vries, Anderson, & Martinso@08) and using those results to query
researchers in subsequent surveys to determirextaet they actually engaged in those
behaviors (Martinson, Anderson, & DeVries, 2005;rtiteson, Crain, Anderson, & DeVries,
2009). Their focus group research resulted istaol 33 “misbehaviors”, which was
subsequently reviewed by key informants (severalaugsity compliance officers) who

assisted them in identifying those most likely geesearcher into trouble at the university or
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with federal granting agencies (Martinson, Andergorain, & DeVries, 2006). The latter

effort resulted in the following “top ten” list aicientific misbehaviors:

Falsifying or “cooking” research data.

Ignoring major aspects of human-subjects requirésnen

Not properly disclosing involvement in firms whgs®ducts are based on one’s
own research.

Relationships with students, research subjectients that may be interpreted as
guestionable.

Using another’s ideas without obtaining permissiogiving due credit.
Unauthorized use of confidential information in nention with one’s own
research.

Failing to present data that contradict one’s owavipus research.
Circumventing certain minor aspects of human-subjequirements (e.g. related
to informed consent, confidentiality, etc.).

Overlooking others’ use of flawed data or questibaanterpretation of data.
Changing the design, methodology or results otidysin response to pressure
from a funding source.

(Martinson, et al., 2006, p. 58)

As can be seen, this list represents a mix of #f lbehaviors deemed as most serious by the

federal government and some of the QRP behaviatthers have discussed.

John, Loewenstein, and Prelec (2012) used thewolp QRPs in their prevalence

study of academic psychologists: (a) failing tpae all dependent measures; (b) collecting

more data after seeing whether results were sggmifj (c) failing to report all conditions; (d)

stopping data collection after achieving the desresult; (e) rounding dowmvalues; (f)

selectively reporting studies that “worked”; (g)ctxding data after looking at the impact of

doing so; (h) claiming to have predicted an unetgubtinding; (i) falsely claiming that

results are unaffected by demographics; and @)jffahg data (the latter not typically

considered a QRP, however) (John, Lowenstein, §Br@012).
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Although there has been significant debate reggradimich behaviors should be
regulated (Guston, 1999), most would likely agteeresponsible conduct of research
involves careful consideration and avoidance obathe misbehaviors under discussion.
Yet the distinction may be an important one to abgrsbecause it is possible that the
motivations underlying QRP and FFP are quite diffirand thus could require different
prevention or intervention approaches.

One final categorization method of value to thgcdssion is the attempt to organize
areas of research integrity, under which typesodt lbesponsible conduct and misconduct
can be listed. Pimple (2002), for example, suggktie following domains for use in
education and research on research integrity amdlisted specific practices under each: (a)
scientific integrity; (b) collegiality; (c) proteicn of human subjects; (d) animal welfare; (e)
institutional integrity; and (f) social responsityl Similarly, a detailed taxonomy of
research practices was developed by a team oftiga&s's interested in ethical decision-
making in scientific research (Helton-Fauth et2003). This taxonomy represents an
attempt to list and categorize all of the ethicadtinical events/actions that may pertain to
research conduct across fields and domains. Koadany has since been further revised to
include seven broad dimensions, with three-fivecatdgories within each: (a) data
acquisition, management, sharing and ownershipn@jtor/trainee responsibilities; (c)
publication practices and responsible authorskippéer review; (e) collaborative science;
(f) research misconduct; and (g) conflicts of iatgrand commitment (Michael D. Mumford

et al., 2006).
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Significance of the Study

Why is the study of research misconduct importa@imply put, research misconduct
can harm individuals and institutions, and wagtes tand resources. Researchers attempting
to replicate or follow-up on the results, departiseand institutions, graduate students, and
taxpayers are all among those affected by the bhehaa researcher who crosses the line.
Professionals and lay people alike may proceedttoraerroneous results of flawed
research, putting individuals and communities si.riBeyond that, when research
misconduct becomes known, the public confidenceience is eroded. A lack of public
trust in scientific results can have profound copsmces for public policy, as was most
recently seen in the 1990’s when science came withak for political purposes. Science
will never be error-free, but when the etiologysofentific misconduct is better understood,
we will be better able to prevent and reduce tlgses of misbehaviors.

The present study was designed to accomplish ddtéergs. First, an attempt was
made to apply Rational Choice Theory in a new aR@T has been examined in a variety of
fields and areas, but not in faculty research nmdact. Second, the role that moral
perception and intent actually play in researcltiiza was explored. Finally, the role of
RCT in moral decision-making, along with the cortagfishame as a potential deterrent to
misbehavior in academia, was examined.

One of the reasons it is so important to understamat causes research misconduct
is that doing so will help identify how to addréissThe government has forged ahead into
promoting and regulating education as the primagyhod for reducing the incidence of
misconduct without really understanding whethenatrthe problem lies in a lack of

education about ethical practices and standardso@se ethics education and training can
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serve other purposes, such as helping to desengdizicipants to the ethical dilemmas they
are most likely to encounter in their work and méleasier for them to make a thoughtful
decision when the time comes. Some have also steghthat simply providing ethics
education on campus makes the issue more visibl¢h@ncampus community more
cognizant of the university’s commitment to ethibahavior. But a better understanding of
the factors that lead to misconduct will help ug¢a prevention and intervention efforts in a
more efficient way. It may also offer guidancddoulty working in the “grey” areas to see a

little more clearly and thereby enhance the intgg research results.
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Chapter 2. Review of the Literature

Although books, articles, and reports discussisgaech misconduct are numerous,
empirical research specifically targeting reseantdgrity or misconduct is relatively sparse.
With a few notable exceptions described belowdecce and prevalence studies have
dominated the literature on this topic to datenglwith small-scale studies assessing the
effectiveness of research ethics training (Fin8thywalek, Carpenter, & Harding, 2005;
Kalichman & Friedman, 1992; Plemmons, Brody, & K€hinhan, 2006). Calls have been
certainly made for more and better research inatea (Ilverson & Frankel, 2002; Steneck,
2002).

And yet, although research on research integribptsextensive, there is a plethora of
studies investigating related topics that togefinevide a rich, interdisciplinary foundation
for conducting such research. There is a largg bbtheoretical and empirical work on
crime and deviance, on ethical behavior and misgchid organizational settings, on moral
development and ethical decision-making, and eveacademic misconduct by students.
The primary literatures are to be found in sociglagd criminology, psychology and
organizational development, business managemergtaig$, higher education, and
philosophy.

The following review was undertaken to examine simthmarize the pertinent
knowledge available, in order to launch and conigixte the present study. The following
narrative begins with the prevalence of facultyeegsh misconduct to demonstrate the
importance of conducting research in this areais iBfollowed by a discussion of

theoretical perspectives that may be brought to beaesearch misconduct in academia, and
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some of the empirical work that supports thosepestsves. Included are brief summations
of research identifying correlates for student tingamoral decision-making and work-
related misbehavior. Finally, an integrated disocus of the most relevant literature is
offered as the theoretical foundation for the pmégevestigation and its hypotheses.
Prevalence of Research Misconduct

Several studies have attempted to document theéeince and prevalence of faculty
research misconduct (Bebeau & Davis, 1996; Martinsbal., 2006; Martinson, et al., 2009;
Ranstam et al., 2000; Swazey, Anderson, & Lewi8319itus, Wells, & Rhoades, 2008). A
meta-analysis of the prevalence studies publisbe&te found that between .3% and 4.9%
of scientists have reportedly fabricated or fatgifresearch data (Fanelli, 2009). An average
of 33.7% of respondents in these studies also &ehirtid engaging in other Questionable
Research Practices (QRPS).

Of even greater relevance to the present studlin(J al., 2012) found in a mailed
survey that, of 2,155 responding academic psyclgtkhghe mean admission rate across ten
QRPs was 36%, with 94% of respondents admittiftaiong engaged in at least one of the
listed behaviors. This study also tested a mefbouhcentivizing respondents to tell the
truth by offering to make a donation to charitydsn how truthful participant responses
were calculated to be, as measured by a scorimgilgn developed by one of the authors.
Compared to the experimental group rates notedeglmmly about 33% of those in the
control condition on average reported engagingpéntén QRPs, and 91% of the respondents
reported engaging in at least one of them at save.pln a related study (reported in the
same article), the authors found that admissiasraere lower when respondents were

asked to report misbehaviors on a dichotomous sd¢afes or No, compared to a frequency
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scale of Never through Often. Finally, there watadistically significant differences between
disciplines and types of research within psycholagsh the clinical psychologists reporting
the lowest average admission rate over the 10 im@&hers (at 27%) and the social
psychologists reporting the highest rates (40%).

Fanelli (2009) found that methodological factots@uinted for much of the variance
in effect sizes in the available studies, includiagv misconduct was defined, how the data
was collected, and what exactly respondents wergylasked to report (e.g., their own
behavior versus that of colleagues). For exaniglegr rates of miscondugtere found for
self- versus non-self-reports, in surveys usingénms “falsification” or “fabrication” versus
surveys where those were not mentioned, and irechailirveys versus those that were
handed out. The analysis included studies invgleimmmitted and observed instances of
misconduct, or both, and all included random samgpli Studies documenting opinions or
perceptions of prevalence were not included imtle¢éa-analysis.

Definitions and methodology may have played a aslevell in the results from a
newly published study of misconduct interventiansyhich 84% of the 2,599 funded
researchers reported observing at least one cagleabfthey considered scientific error or
other misbehavior of one kind or another (Koockaith-Spiegel, Tabachnick, Sieber, &
Butler, 2010).

Causes and Solutions for Research Misconduct

An extensive series of empirical studies on regesntegrity and ethical decision-
making has been undertaken by Mumford, Connellgl,aolleagues at the University of
Oklahama. Their research has led to the developaientheoretical model referred to as

the Ethical Sense-Making Model of ethical decismaking (Antes & Mumford, 2010;
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Michael D Mumford, Antes, Beeler, & Caughron, 2009he Ethical Sense-Making Model
suggests that, in various work situations, reseascWill consider the possible causes of a
given situation, their goals, methods for achieuimgjr goals, and any professional principles
that may be involved. All of these consideratisasve as the foundation for a framing of the
issue at hand as well as the emotions that maigted potential outcomes, which will then
lead to forecasting of the various responses at@bmes, and eventually to “sense-making”
and a decision about what to do. Based on the ingldenford and colleagues developed
several strategies to help scientists make sermsthareby make ethical decisions in various
work situations. They tested the model using scesareated for that purpose and found
that many of the sense-making strategies (e.gpogrezing circumstances, seeking help,
anticipating consequences, etc.) correlated withethical choices made in responding to the
scenarios. They also found that field and expegenay have an impact due to the fact that
more experienced health scientists engaged iretbgsal decision-making in the study than
those in the social and biological sciences, atetpersonal conflict was negatively
correlated with ethical decisions, while occupagioengagement was positively correlated
with more ethical choices. Certain personalityiatales contributed to decreased sense-
making and ethical decision-making as well, whiotluded arrogance, exploitativeness, and
cynicism. This research is detailed in numerotislas (Antes et al., 2009; Michael D
Mumford, Antes, et al., 2009; Michael D Mumfordagt, 2009; Michael D Mumford et al.,
2005; Michael D. Mumford, et al., 2006; Michael Dumford & Helton, 2002).

In addition to the Mumford team’s work, a varietyprevalence and investigational
studies have been undertaken by Anderson, Martjii3evries, and colleagues at the

University of Minnesota. These studies have lar¢@tused on documenting the nature of
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research misconduct, documenting its prevalenakparinvestigating organizational effects
on research misbehavior (M. S. Anderson, Louis,a8d& 1994; M. S. Anderson, Ronning,
DeVries, & Martinson, 2007; Louis, Holdsworth, Amgden, & Campbell, 2007; Martinson,
et al., 2006), as well aglucation and mentoring in graduate school (M. &lekson et al.,
2007). Their research has demonstrated that puoakolut not distributive justice has a
direct effect on research misconduct. In addittemales and mid-career faculty were found
to be less likely to engage in misconduct whilesthim the social sciences were more likely
to do so than other scientific fields (Martinsohak, 2006). In another study (M. S.
Anderson, Horn, et al., 2007), the researchersddbat while training in research ethics did
not appear to reduce misconduct, personal mentanidgnentoring in regard to research and
ethics did, at least for early career researchiettgrestingly, mentoring in financial matters
and in learning to survive in one’s field had thpposite effect on specific types of
misconduct, such as use of funds and methodologrodlems. A focus group with 51 mid-
and early-career researchers brought attentidmettkely effect of fierce competition for
resources on collegiality and integrity in the acies (M. S. Anderson, Ronning, et al.,
2007).

One existing theory that has been applied speadiifito research misconduct is
Routine Activity Theory (RAT) (Adams & Pimple, 2002005). This theory originated in
the late 1970’s (Cohen & Felson, 1979) and reptsseshift from focusing exclusively on
the offenders to an emphasis on the circumstarfdée offense. Crime is seen in part as a
function of (a) target suitability, in terms of ual, visibility, and access; and (b) the presence
of guardians who prevent crime and protect potenitéims and/or handlers and managers,

who monitor crime in specific settings. Applyirtgd to research misconduct, Adams and
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Pimple (2004, 2005) have suggested that peer amedhate supervisor monitoring and
support can prevent misconduct, as they do in theagement of police officers. One major
advantage of this approach is that crime can beedsed even without reducing the number
of people likely to commit the crimes (Tillyer, 201 It is also attractive in the realm of
science and academia because of its emphasis ongie®rks, which may be of great help
in either prevention or low-level intervention instonduct situations (M. S. Anderson,
Horn, et al., 2007; Keith-Spiegel, Sieber, & KoogI#010; Michael D Mumford & Helton,
2002). Given that Routine Activity Theory is atuic-oriented model, however, (Seipel &
Eifler, 2010), there are some aspects of it that@tcseem to be a good fit for faculty
misconduct.
Moral Decision-Making

James Rest and colleagues developed a four-comipmroeiel of moral decision-
making as an outgrowth of the theoretical work aivkence Kohlberg on moral
development (Narvaez & Rest, 1995; Rest, 1984; Réesi., 1986; Rest & Narvaez, 1994;
Rest, Narvaez, & Thoma, 1999; Rest, Thoma, & Ed&at897; Thoma, 1994). The model
involves the internal psycho-social-cognitive pissas thought to be at work in regard to
moral reasoning and actions. These four componegdise together cognition and emotion,
and should not be seen as personality traits tuesr(Rest, et al., 1986). Different terms
have been used by them and other authors at diffpoents, but the four components
essentially involve the following:

1. Moral awareness or sensitivity (most oftennrei@ to as the latter), which

involves the individual assessing and interpretirggven situation, whether a moral

issue is present, and how various actions migktafithers and themselves.
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2. Moral judgment or reasoning, the component retstied by researchers,
described as the individual identifying what therat@ourse of action is in the
situation and thus what one ought to do.

3. Moral motivation, which is developing an intentto take the moral action, by

prioritizing the moral values involved over oth@rgonal values the individual has

identified to be at play in the situation.

4. Moral character or action, involving the actemécution of the moral action

selected. The latter was referred to in early ipabibns as “implementation” of the

plan, but seems to later more often be referrestihe “character” component,
because it involves having the wherewithal to catrythe action. The latter means
having the skills, perseverance, and commitmetdke the necessary steps in spite
of obstacles that arise, otherwise defined as $gmgth” (Rest, 1984; Rest, et al.,

1997).

Trevino and colleagues (200@ovide a comprehensive review of the research that
has been conducted on ethical decision-making ahdwor in organizations, in the context
of the Rest, et al. model of moral awareness, jlgmntention/motivation, and behavior
(Trevino, Weaver, & Reynolds, 2006). Among thetdas that are reportedly involved in
moral awareness and judgment are gender, agantyand experience, situational factors
(e.g., moral intensity), moral disposition (e.dilitarianism versus formalism), and setting
(work versus otherwise). Moral disengagement mmishas, such as rationalization, and
other cognitive biases (e.g., a tendency to mirentiie number of consequences considered)
have been found to influence moral judgment alstemtially by reducing guilt and other

internal sanctions. The moral intention or moratiration component, the authors note, is
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not always straightforward, in part due to the @fi@nconscious or automatic responses to
situations (Haidt, 2001). Moral motivation is alsgen to be connected to moral identity
(Acquino & Reed, 2002), in that people prefer tbiaconcert with their self-concepts and
avoid cognitive dissonance. Affect is also cleamlolved, particularly the “moral
emotions” of guilt, shame, and empathy (Eisenb2000; Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek,
2007; Tibbetts, 1997). A wide variety of individ@and organizational factors have been
implicated in moral behavior, including ego stréndbcus of control, pressures on the job,
role conflict, past exposure to misconduct, samsticlimate, perceptions of procedural and
distributive justice, and social learning from peand ethical leaders. The existence of an
organizational code of ethics is not among theofacshown to influence ethical behavior,
according to the authors (Trevino, et al., 2008)evious research by these authors
(Ashkanasy, Windsor, & Trevino, 2006; Trevino & Yablood, 1990) has shown that
cognitive moral development, based on the Kohlleegries of development, and measured
by the Defining Issues Test (DIT) (Rest, 1979)pdlas an effect on ethical decision-making.
Thus, when contemplating possible individuatdes at play in the etiology of
research misconduct, the role of moral percepjiagment, and/or commitment would
appear to be a logical beginning. And in facteegsh has shown that (im)moral judgment
has been associated with an increased likelihodldeokinds of misconduct that have some
similarity to faculty research misconduct, inclugliacademic cheating among college
students (King & Mayhew, 2002; Tibbetts, 1999; Tgtib & Myers, 1999) as well as

corporate crimg¢Paternoster & Simpson, 1996).
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Rational Choice Theory

Rational choice theory (RCT) also has empiricalpsuipin explaining those same
types of misbehavior, specifically academic chegp{fdochran, Chamlin, Wood, & Sellers,
1999; Michaels & Miethe, 1989; Nagin & Paternosi€&¥93; Tibbetts, 1997; Tibbetts &
Gibson, 2002; Tibbetts & Myers, 1999) aratporate crime (Paternoster & Simpson, 1996;
Simpson, Paternoster, & Piquero, 1998). Grounddbe philosophy of utilitarianism,
rational choice or rational action perspectivedvehavior have their roots in economics
(Tittle, Antonaccio, Botchkovar, & Kranidioti, 20)1,0and serve as a framework for
explaining decision-making in terms of the mordesss rational assessment of
threats/costs/risks versus benefits/pleasuregfem action.

Some have asserted that rational choice theongtia theory at all but simply a
heuristic model that is not particularly usefulinderstanding behavior (De Haan & Vos,
2003). Others have suggested that the rationatelapproach is really more of a
methodology than a theory (Herne & Setala, 200dijhat RTC is not really a theory of
decision-making, but a theory that predicts thea®that are made and/or the results of
those choices, which leaves in question the cdastdrs involved in how individuals
actually arrive at the decisions (Lahno, 2007}l &hers have suggested that RTC serves as
a useful complement to theories focused on indadifiactors and thus these authors
encourage future researchers to develop and tegrated models involving both rational
choice variables and individual characteristicsgiNa& Paternoster, 1993; Ogilvie &
Stewart, 2010; Tibbetts & Gibson, 2002). Kronebgngalter (2012, p. 74) referred to

rational choice theory as a “workhorse and stamioigt for applied sociological research”
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(Kroneberg & Kalter, 2012), a clear indication bétrole that RTC has come to play in that
field.

Thus it is apparent that rational choice has aarestte history and sufficient
theoretical and empirical work to engender debedgarding how best to apply it. In fact, at
least thirty versions or models of rational chdioeory have been developed, most of which
take micro-level perspectives that focus on indigicactor assessments (Herne & Setala,
2004), although some scholars take a macro-leeg where the organization or culture is
the unit of analysis (Simpson, et al., 1998).

Several key features or elements seem to be céatnadst concepts of rational
choice, which are: (a) maximization according tdiwdual variation - an individual will
make the choice that has the most expected vadnsjdering the options; (b)
consequentialism — a rational choice assessmelninaliide the possible consequences of
the various choices; (c) individual-act orientatiethe individual will only consider those
conseqguences that are caused by the specific agtiens considering, not those that might
come about for other reasons; and (d) unlimiteelligence — rational people have a
theoretically unlimited capacity to use reasons pmaess information (Lahno, 2007).

This basic conceptualization of rational choiceeigrred to as “thin rationality” (also
called “hard” or “strict”), which focuses almostatsively on instrumental rewards and
punishments, and may be compared to biologicalri®about organisms which naturally
pursue their own self-interest (Hechter & Kanazai®97). A key requirement of basic
theories of rational choice is that individuals assumed to be consistent in how they

express their preferences. An example of a hadryhof rational choice is Subjective
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Expected Utility theory, which is grounded in cliass economics (Etzioni, 1988; Hausman
& McPherson, 2006; Herne & Setala, 2004; Tverskiahneman, 1986).

This narrow perspective, however, does not taleastount the context or
environment, individuals’ values and beliefs, drast of other factors that may influence the
individual's assessments of the situation. Thuspymewer models are characterized by
“bounded rationality”, allowing for the fact thagégple often don’t have complete
information when assessing situations and thatrakiernal factors may be involved. These
“softer” versions of rational choice, or those withick rationality”, specify various values,
goals, characteristics, and circumstances, as ax@rrassumptions of the model as well
(Hechter & Kanazawa, 1997; Herne & Setala, 2004ni€berg & Kalter, 2012). An
example of a theory that posits softer or boun@gidmality is Self-Control Theory, which
posits that low self-control may weaken rationalisiens and prevent people from
considering longer-term consequences (Tittle,.e2alL0).

So where, if at all, do moral development or m@rahciples come into this picture?
If one takes an “internalist” perspective to ratibohoice (another term for thick, soft, or
bounded rationality), then moral identity, motivais, and beliefs may simply be seen as
additional expressions of choice (Aguiar & de Fisom, 2009; Tittle, et al., 2010).
Alternatively, philosophers and other scholars Hasen exploring the idea that there is a
rational choice basis for moral principles (as agggubto moral principles arrived at through
intuition or faith or other avenues). Distributipestice, for example, can theoretically be
achieved through cooperative bargaining betweeplpeawhich ideally would lead to the
egalitarian (or at least most advantageous) digioh of benefits or resources (McClennen,

2010). From this perspective, rational choice baltacan be seen as inherently moral.
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Integrating Morality and Rational Choice

Several studies have examined aspects of moralitgmcert with rational choice.
For example, one study of the general public ineGeeand Russia found that “moral
acceptability” of the action was by far the modiust factor in predicting misconduct, over
and above subjective expected utility variables sglficontrol. They also found significant
interaction effects for expected utility, moralignd self-control in a couple of their analyses,
but overall believed the results supported an irddpnt effect for all three (Tittle, et al.,
2010).

Kroneberg, Heintze, and Mehlkop (2010) providepsrt for this idea as well. Their
study of 3,500 citizens in Germany showed that wiespondents were asked about
committing tax fraud and shoplifting, “instrumeniatentives” (the rational assessment of
costs and benefits) only predicted criminal intemsi when internalized norms against the
behaviors were weak. Strong normative prohibitiagainst the behaviors could be
undermined, however, by “neutralizations”, ratiorations that legitimize breaking the
rules. This research was grounded in the Mod€rafme Selection proposed by Kroneberg,
another example of an attempt to broaden ratidmaice theory to consider the situation as
well as the individual (Kroneberg, Heintze, & Mebjk 2010; Kroneberg & Kalter, 2012).

Student cheating is one specific area of reseaathhias attempted to consider both
rational choice factors and moral development. rEsearch on RCT and student cheating
cannot be applied directly to faculty research omsiuict for a variety of reasons, but there
are some similarities that make it worthy of coesadion. For example, ample evidence
exists to suggest that moral development occurtevirinicollege and in fact, continues

throughout adulthood (King & Mayhew, 2002). It ldso been shown that students take the
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ethics they have acquired into the workplace widgnt (Nonis & Swift, 2001; Ogilby, 1995;
Sims, 1993). Student cheating, like faculty mishast, occurs in the environment of
academia, and both may be highly influenced byptiesence of deviant peers (Agnew,
1992) and/or socialization via exposure into a detvpattern of behavior (M. S. Anderson,
Horn, et al., 2007; M. S. Anderson, et al., 199@}her authors likewise suggest that faculty
apathy and lack of consistent punishment of undeigate cheating constitute a risk factor
for those students who subsequently move into their academic careers (Turrens, Staik,
Gilbert, Small, & Burling, 2002).

Among the individual costs that have been studielation to rational choice in the
area of academic cheating is the concept of shaithough “shame proneness” as a stable
trait has been shown to lead to increased devi@ranggney, et al., 2007; Tibbetts, 1997),
anticipated shame as an emotion has been assowiditeldwer cheating intentions and
criminal behavior both (Cochran, et al., 1999; Gra& & Bursik, 1990; Rebellon, Piquero,
Piquero, & Tibbetts, 2010; Tibbetts, 1997). Infatreanctions like anticipated shame, or
actual feelings of shame or embarrassment, magcimfediate between formal sanctions
and criminal behavior (Nagin & Paternoster, 1998b&lon, et al., 2010; Tibbetts & Myers,
1999). More broadly, Rebellon, et al., (2010) megd that anticipated shame may serve as a
common mechanism among various criminological tiespincluding self-control theory,
strain theory, and differential association theory.

Research on corporate crime likewise might betilave and has the advantage that
psychological pathology is not as relevant to coafcrime (or to research misconduct) as it

is to other types of criminality (Piquero, Exum,S8mpson, 2005). On the other hand, these
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authors define corporate crime as being behavairl#ingely benefits the organization, rather
than the individual, which does not fit well withdulty research and how academia works.
Nevertheless, one preliminary study on corporateedemonstrated that a high desire for
control is more applicable to corporate crime tlwam self-control, a concept that has been
tested in regard to other types of criminal behaffaquero, Exum, et al., 2005). That study
also showed that high desire for control was cateel with several rational choice
considerations, such as certain sanction variadegell as shame, in predicting intentions to
engage in illegal behavior.

In another corporate study, Paternoster and Simfogord that rational choice factors
were only important in the intent to commit corgerarime when individuals were not
restrained by moral considerations (Paternostem&Son, 1996). They suggested that
moral judgments are made first, then rational ahéctors come into play. In other words,
when a given action was deemed very morally wrartgntions did not appear to be affected
by perceived sanctions or benefits

This same effect was found by Reynolds & Ceran@®{. They tested the
interactions between social consensus (versus amyjigmoral identity (including
internalization of moral principles and symbolipati which is demonstrating those through
action), and moral predisposition in predicting tine@al behavior. Moral predisposition was
defined as formalism (rule or principle-based aiaéion) versus consequentialism
(concerned with outcomes). They found that (alcathbehavior was highest when
formalism and moral identity were high, and (b) ativeg was highest when consequentialism
and moral identity were high. Apparently, a stromgral identity willlead to one extreme or

the other (lowest or highest in cheating), and Wiiiepends on whether the individual
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operates from a consequentialist or formalistiemtation. They found this effect more

likely to occur in what they called a low consensiisation, although the situation they
identified as low consensus was student cheaysggsuggested by the authors, students may
see themselves as moral individuals, but still gega cheating because they may not see it
as immoral and thus will do so if the consequereesunlikely or low.

Additional support for the idea of rational choegsessments in making moral
decisions comes from a conceptual model initiathypesed by Thomas Jones called “moral
intensity” (Harrington, 1997; Jones, 1991; Jord®(Q7; Loe, Ferrell, & Mansfield, 2000;
Singhapakdi, Vitell, & Franke, 1999). Moral intéiggefers to a group of factors that are
said to affect in varying ways all four componeoitshe Rest model. Jones asserts that most
research on ethical decision-making does not tatceaccount factors associated with the
issue itself, but rather focus only on the indigtand environmental factors that may
influence the process. Among the factors assatiatth the issue that are posited are
magnitude of consequences, social consensus, plibbabeffect, temporal immediacy,
proximity, and concentration of effect. At the piodof moral perception/awareness, Jones
suggests that issues of high moral intensity vélrécognized as moral issues more often
than those with low moral intensity. Intuitivelyalso makes senses that moral intensity
would affect the moral judgments that are then madiewever, he also points out,
consistent with the Rest model, that making a juglginabout what is morally correct or right
is not the same thing as making a decision aboat wehdo. In Rest’'s model, this involves
taking into consideration factors other than mematectness in forming an intent to act, and
here Jones suggests that moral intensity variatilealso be important, including a

consideration of the possible consequences. kjriadl posits that actual ethical behavior
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will be tied more frequently to high intensity vesslow intensity situations. The present
study was concerned with moral perception or seftgiind moral intent, with a focus on
the magnitude and probability factors (which carséen as factors in a rational choice
assessment) as well as social consensus (whigbl@asibly be applied to the question of
how bad a given research misbehavior actually is).

Sierra and Hyman, 2008 found that moral philosofifeyng an idealist versus a
realist) interacted with one moral intensity factaanticipated magnitude of consequences -
in determining student intentions to cheat. Speadify, they found that the assessment of
greater consequences led to less cheating, anddfists (those committed to certain moral
principles) tended to see greater harm in chealiag the relativists (those who are most
concerned with the particular circumstances at hé®igrra & Hyman, 2008).

Finally, an interesting related concept is moraldentialing (an assertion of oneself
as a moral person, either internally or externailhich has been found to actually increase
unethical behavior in subsequent situations (Bretval., 2011). Brown, et al., tested this
idea in regard to cheating and found an interestitegaction between rationalization and
moral credentialing. Moral credentialing only ledan increase in cheating in situations
where the opportunity for rationalizing the behawi@s low, that is, in unambiguous
situations where the behavior would clearly be seewrong. When rationalization was
possible, moral credentialing no longer appeardtht@ an effect on subsequent behavior.
And when cheating did occur, after credentialimghie high rationalization situation, the
participants were not actually able to recall tkieet of their cheating. As noted by the
authors, the moral credentialing effect appeatgetmore likely due to a desire to be

internally consistent (self-perception) than avogda bad impression on observers. This
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research has intriguing possibilities for applicatto faculty research misconduct, such as in
ambiguous, rationalizable, QRP situations. As sstgdl by Brown, et al., the standard
ethics training in rules and regulations may adyusghin people to feel more virtuous and
thereby increase misconduct.
Discussion

Bringing these various views together, it would egpplausible that in situations of
high social consensus (FFPs), individuals will grdee the moral component and judge it as
wrong, but in situations of ambiguity (such as tvdh some QRPs), they may not. When
the moral component is unrecognized or ambigu@asgarchers may be more likely to
rationalize their decision to misbehave, partidylarhen their rational choice assessment
suggests the payoffs may be high and the risks lovg.the ambiguous situations that would
also seem to be more likely affected by other iitlial or environmental variables that have
been found or theorized to contribute to misconduactuding ethical climate, exposure to
misconduct in the past, and mentoring/educatidmin to make appropriate technical

decisions in the conduct of research.
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Chapter 3. Research Design and Methods

Research Design

This study employed a cross-sectional survey metlogg to predict perceived
likelihood of engaging in research misconduct. ailed pilot survey phase was conducted
first, followed by full administration using botlogtal mail and online survey options. Study
costs were largely covered by a doctoral dissernarant from the National Science
Foundation.
Sample

The target participants for the study were futk¢itenured and tenure track faculty
from psychology and sociology departments at LeSearch universities, excluding adjunct,
part-time, emeritus, and visiting professors. $akection of this population was based on
several factors. First, since the norms, standafrgsactice, and approaches to mentoring
and training of graduate students can be widelgrdient from one field and discipline to
another, there is reason to believe the results fres study might be different from one to
another as well. This is supported by the redtdts the Martinson, et al., study (2006),
which found a statistically significant effect aéld of study on research misconduct in the
social sciences specifically. Relatedly, the stwag expected to be more manageable if
limited to two disciplines, with the idea thatlife results are promising, the study could be
replicated later with other disciplines. Finallgsearch on research integrity is even more
sparse in the social sciences than it is in tieedifd physical sciences, although the integrity
of the results from psychological and sociologieslearch can likewise have far-reaching

effects on society.
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The method used to identify members of the stuapufation was to first identify
universities in the United States with the highiéstly percentage of research active faculty,
which was done by downloading the categoricaldi€96 RU-VH (Research Universities-
Very High research activity) doctoral degree-gnagtiesearch universities in the United
States, as available from the Carnegie Foundatiothé Advancement of Teaching in 2011

(seehttp://classifications.carnegiefoundation.grgfhis method was selected because it

seemed likely to most efficiently yield a mailirigtithat included the greatest number of
participants who fit the criteria of being regulaniversity faculty engaged in research in the
two fields. Although this required locating nanae&l contact information for a large
number of individuals, which involved a fair amowftclerical effort, the alternative sources
were either more limited or less efficient in teraidaving others on the lists who do not fit
the criteria (e.g., a sample of NSF-funded invedtics, or a mailing list from the American
Sociological Association or the American PsychatagiAssociation, which include many
non-academics).
Sampling Procedures

The sampling method for the study involved firgstdamizing the list of 96 RU-VH
universities referenced above. A sample of instis for the pilot study was then identified
by starting at the bottom of the list, and at easkitution in turn moving up the list,
identifying through institutional websites the naaad contact information for all of the
tenure track and tenured faculty from the psychplkgd sociology departments at those
institutions. When the number of potential papi#its reached 100, all of the remaining
faculty in the two departments at that institutwere also included, for a total pilot sample

of 130 faculty from 3 universities.
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When mixed departments were encountered (e.gglsggiand social work), an
attempt was made to identify only those facultyrfrthe disciplines of interest, to the extent
that information was readily available on instibuial websites. In addition, the survey
invitation included an eligibility sentence encagireg only those participants who consider
themselves active researchers to complete theysurve

The same process was used to draw a sample faultiservey phase, except that the
identification of institutions started at the toftloe randomized list and proceeded until the
number of potential participants reached 2,000diAglin the remaining faculty from the
departments in the final institution identifiedeafteaching 2,000, the latter process yielded a
total of 2,119 individuals from 40 universities,s®wn in Table 1. This list was then
randomly ordered, and 1,100 names were assignedisdly receive surveys through the
mail, the remainder to be invited to participatetigh the online Survey Monkey software
program. After removing names with invalid addriegermation, the final sample sizes in
the full study phase were 1,069 postal mail iniotag and 1,001 invitations by email only.
Further details are outlined in Table 1.

Method

All participants were invited by postal mail or Burvey Monkey email to complete
an anonymous self-administered survey instrumbnthe pilot study, participants received
invitations and follow-up reminders entirely thréugostal mail and returned their surveys
the same way. There were two methods used iruthadministration, however. Thdixed
sample received hard copy invitations through tlad end then non-respondents also
received follow-up emails from Survey Monkey; traugveys from this group came in via

both avenues. Th@nlinesample participants were contacted and invitedattigipate only
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by email from Survey Monkey. All three componefpot, full phase mixed, full phase
online) were reviewed and determined to be Exemhé lowa State University
Institutional Review Board.

The procedures for the pilot study, which took platthe fall semester 2011,
included a cash incentive, pre-notification, stachpeurn envelope, multiple reminder
follow-ups, and of course university sponsorshipmethods shown to be effective in
enhancing response rates (Church, 1993; DillmadQ2Borter & Whitcomb, 2003). All are
procedures recommendedTihe Tailored Design Methddr survey administration
(Dillman, 2000) The participants first received a pre-notificatlmnpostcard that they
would be receiving a mailed survey on researctcethApproximately one week later they
received a letter of invitation, accompanied byshbevey, the cash incentive, a stamped
return envelope, and a stamped return postcandotifiying the researcher that the survey
had been completed and returned. The letter asitgral instructed the respondent to return
the survey and postcard separately. The lettersilared appropriate human participant
protections information, such as the voluntary andnymous nature of the study. About
one week after the initial mailing, a reminder jpastl was sent out to all participants,
encouraging them to complete the survey if theyr@dlready done so. Finally, about two
weeks later, all of those who did not return thetpard received a second complete packet,
requesting their participation one final time. TEwgvey was sent to potential participants
during one of the relatively slower times of thademic year (mid-fall).

Administration of the full survey was initiated mmid-spring semester, 2012. The
Mixed sample received the pre-notification postcardnital survey packet as described

above, and a reminder postcard. Those who digetatespond to those contacts then
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received an email invitation from Survey Monkeylass their name was listed on the
Survey Monkey system as having previously optedobatl surveys from that program.
About 10 days later, they received a final invaatreminder by email, for a total of five
possible contacts.

TheOnlinesample procedures were very similar, with the etioaphat no pre-
notification was sent, since all contacts were ioyaié from Survey Monkey, and no cash
incentive was offered. Like the pilot and mixedhgdes, the initial invitation contained
complete information about the study for consemppses, and consent was presumed by the
individual clicking on the link to the survey areturning a completed form. Those who did
not have a pre-study opt-out on file with Surveyridey still had an option to opt out of the
study by clicking on a link that was included ireey invitational email for that purpose.

As noted, a token cash incentive was included alitmitial postal mail survey
packets to encourage participation. Most of tlseaech on the effectiveness of token
incentives has suggested an appropriate amouret betveen $ 1 and $ 10 (Edwards,
Cooper, Roberts, & Frost, 2005; Trussell & Lavrak304). A $ 5 check was shown in one
study to be the most cost-effective, in part beeanat all participants actually cash the check
(although this must be balanced against the paientpact of participant annoyance for
having to cash a small check) (James & Bolsteif2).9 The limited budget for the project
in this case required that the token incentiveiédd to $ 2, and a $ 2 bill was selected
because it had the small, added benefit of berdgdively unusual denomination.

Given the sensitive nature of the subject matregraonymous self-administered
survey method was necessary in order to minimigpaese bias. Anonymity in this study

was assured by having survey data stored sepafedetyemail addresses in Survey
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Monkey, and by encouraging participants to avoajating any identifying information on
survey materials. On the infrequent occasion waremdividual did choose to include a
name or return address on the envelope containsug\vay, the survey was simply removed
and the envelope discarded.

In Fanelli’'s meta-analysis mentioned previouslyn@la, 2009), mailed surveys were
shown to have higher response rates than thosarhatanded out in person. There were no
differences found in response rates between selfug non-self-reports or between surveys
that used “fabrication or falsification” versus noOf the eighteen studies that Fanelli
included in his analysis, the response rates rafrgad22% to 78%. The largest studies
used mailed surveys with postcard return and hsbrese rates of 65.5% (Swazey, et al.,
1993); 47.7% (Martinson, et al., 2006; Martinsdarale 2005), and 52% (Titus, et al., 2008).
Interestingly, a more recent Martinson, et.al. gtadt reviewed by Fanelli, using the same
method, only had a response rate of 35% (Martinsbal,., 2009). Most of the samples from
these latter studies were drawn from among fedefaitided faculty and/or faculty from
larger research institutionsn the very recent study of psychologists, the symesponse
rate among academic psychologists was 36% (Jolah, @012). The response rates for the
present study are shown in Table 1. The analysgsesults described in this paper are
based on the full phase sample of 581 respondenmts40 institutions, reflecting an overall

response rate of 28%.
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Institutions
Total very high research universities 96
In pilot study
In full study

Participants n Response Rate
PILOT STUDY
Pilot study sample 130 37 28%
FULL PHASE
Initial mailing list 2,119
Assigned to Mixed sample 1,100
Deletions due to incorrect information 31
Subtotal Mixed sample 1,069
Returns by postal mail 280 26%
Returns by Survey Monkey 96 9%
Subtotal Mixed respondents 376 35%
Assigned to online sample 1,019
Deletions due to incorrect information 18
Subtotal online sample/respondents 1,001 205 20%
Final full study sample 2,070 581 28%

Instrument and Measures

The survey instrument was comprised of two sectitakéng an estimated 40 minutes

for the average individual to complete. The fast largest section presented three overall

vignettes with three different scenariomder each, for a total of nine scenarios deijctin

various types of research misconduct and/or quesbie research practice. Scenarios were

presented one to a page, and then the same figtiapnewere posed after each regarding the

respondent’s perceptions and expectations. Tla¢d$ection includes several demographic

! In the actual instrument, the terms “scenario” 4tem” were used to refer to each of the threekigasund
stories and the three immediate situations undgr,@aspectively. In this paper, the terms “vigeietefers to
the background story and when “scenario” is used,heis referring to the nine component items.
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items and other general characteristics abouta$gondents, including field, academic
status, and percent of time spent conducting rekear

Scenario content. The details of the conduct depicted in the noenarios are
critical to understanding the analyses that afeltow. All scenarios depict an untenured
assistant professor conducting research and lod&meard to (and under the pressure of)
publishing the results and obtaining tenure.

In IRB Noncompliangedevelopmental psychologist Dr. Cedar decidestmanform
the Institutional Review Board about a change m@a from elementary school students to
junior high students because he is concerned ahopbssible delay in completing the
research. The second scenario for Dr. Ceéalpyicated Data describes how he belatedly
discovers that the third set of study participamteyvations was done incorrectly, leading to
a decision to fabricate the data, using his “bestsg” for what data to use. In Dr. Cedar’s
third and final scenaridReneges on Authorshipe goes back on a promise to his graduate
students that they would be first authors on theuseripts they are writing as extensions of
Dr. Cedar’s study.

In Parents Dictate Study GroupBr. Daniels, a behavioral economist, compromises
on randomly assigning students to receive varieusl$ of cash for earning grades in school
because some parents and children refuse to comslesss they are placed in one of the
payment groups. After the results are in, Dr. BEninstructs a graduate studenAnfjusted
Reportingto downplay striking results regarding socioecomostatus and ethnicity in a
report because of a concern about how they mighitbepreted by others. Dr. Daniels then

goes on inAdjusted Imagewo introduce a new round of data collection inwadfMRI brain
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imaging and when they don’t show promising resaltgees to allow his post-doctoral
assistant to adjust the images so they appear imeresting.

In Authorship to Gain Favgoryoung anthropologist Dr. Channing agrees on the
suggestion of a colleague to add a senior membtiieadepartment as an author on a
manuscript even though his only contribution wag@regarding data analysis.
Unfortunately, Dr. Channing discovershalse Reportinghat she originally analyzed some
of the data incorrectly and finds they are now aflynarginal significance, yet Channing
proceeds to report the original results anyway waitiote that readers should be cautious
about interpreting them. Finally, @onflict of InterestDr. Channing decides not to question
a lead collaborator who fails to mention a releyaitate consulting agreement in a grant
application.

When results are reported below in Chapter 4,iteethree scenarios listed in each
table or figure will be those that are classifisdralsification, Fabrication, or Plagiarism
(FFP, the clear misconduct situations, accordintpédrederal definition), followed by the
remainder, which are classified as Questionable&ek Practices (QRP, the more
ambiguous situations). Table 2 provides a matrbesearchers and the scenarios in which
they were depicted. The three FFP scenarios anedt(*).

Prior to administration of the survey, the ordethd three vignettes was assigned to
participants according to the first letter of tHast names. For example, version 1 of the
instrument presented the three Cedar scenaridswid by the three Daniels scenarios, and
then the three Channing scenarios; version 2 pregéledar, Channing, and Daniels; and

version 3 presented Daniels, Cedar, and Channiag fer a total of six versions of the

www.manaraa.com



37

Table 2. Crosswalk of FFP and QRP Scenarios by Researcher

Researcher Scenario

Cedar A IRB Noncompliance

Cedar B* Fabricated Data*

Cedar C Reneges on Authorship
Daniels A Parents Dictate Study Groups
Daniels B Adjusted Reporting

Daniels C* Adjusted Images*

Channing A Authorship to Gain Favor
Channing B* False Reporting*
Channing C Conflict of Interest

instrument. Using an alphabetized mailing listsi@n 1 was sent to the first person on the
list, version 2 to the next, and so on. The oalé¢he scenarios within each vignette was not
changed, since they build upon each other. ThestBaeys returned during the regular
phase of the study were split more or less evesiywden the six versions of the instrument
(15% - 19% of the sample each).

An excerpt of the instrument is provided Figure 1 showing Dr. Cedar’s
background story (labeled &cenarioon the instrument, as shown) followed by his first

scenario. All three stories and their componeahados are included in Appendix.

SCENARIO 1. Dr. Cedar, a young developmental psychologist,inbthan RO1 Research Grant
from the National Institute of Child Health and HammDevelopment to study aggression in
elementary school children. Cedar suspects tha¢ stmidren with a certain genetic makeup will b
especially susceptible to the effects of televisimbence. Part of the project requires obtairang
cheek swab for DNA analysis, but interviewing amderving children in the classroom constitutes
the major effort. Cedar is anxious to get redutisi this study published as soon as possible to
support an upcoming tenure review.

D

ITEM 1A. After collecting data for one semester, Dr. Cedaconcerned that the preliminary
results from the study are not promising and dexigeexpand the research to include adolescents.
Cedar is frustrated, however, that the study mayire additional IRB review due to the change in
sample, and therefore decides to proceed with dimsent documents already approved for the
younger children without bringing the sample chatméhe attention of the IRB.

Figure 1. Excerpt 1 from Survey Instrument
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Background on scenarios.Tibbetts and other authors have recommended the
scenario approach for future research involvingral choice theory (Tibbetts & Gibson,
2002), which typically entails presenting resporidavith hypothetical scenarios as a
method of assessing an individual’s likelihood cfireg in a certain way. Researchers have
used it in studies exploring rational choice theiargheating, crime, and other moral
decision-making studies (Nagin & Paternoster, 199§|vie & Stewart, 2010; Piquero,
Exum, et al., 2005; Piquero, Tibbetts, & BlankepsRi005; Rebellon, et al., 2010; Reynolds
& Ceranic, 2007; Seipel & Eifler, 2010; Sierra & iHgin, 2008; Simpson, et al., 1998;
Tibbetts, 1999).

A cautionary point was made by Bouffard and collezx(2010) in regard to the use
of scenarios in research involving rational ch@ssessments. They found that participants
were more likely to say that certain sanctions wadcur as a consequence of misbehavior
if they were presented as possible outcomes bsefearchers than if the participants
themselves were asked to generate their own ligisssible consequences. Interestingly,
participants rated research-identified benefitsdothan those they generated themselves,
but researcher-identified sanctions about the s#srikose that were self-identified
(Bouffard, Exum, & Collins, 2010)

A clear limitation to the use of scenarios is tinéntions to engage in a particular
behavior are not synonymous with actual behavicelfe¥ & Gillespie, 1998) and may not
elicit emotions to the degree that may be necegeaertain kinds of research (Collett &
Childs, 2011). However, research has shown thaeped intentions and behavior are

associated with one another (Beck & Ajzen, 19944, asing this approach was intended to
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lessen the risk of response bias, particularlyoaspared to self-reports of actual research
misconduct by academic faculty.

The nine scenarios used in this study were addpiadthose in théthical
Decision-Making Measures (EDMdgveloped by a team of researchers at the Uniyearsi
Oklahoma (Michael D. Mumford, et al., 2006). Mumtfpet al., created folthical
Decision-Making Measures (EDM®ach focused on a different set of disciplinagaa,
one of which is the social sciences. The measamdgpermission to use them for this study
were received from the authors.

TheEDMswere developed using a multi-phase process thhtdad: (a) a review of
various codes of conduct in biology, social scienead health fields; (b) a review of web
sites for misconduct case studies and applicati@pecific criteria to select them for
possible use; (c) selection of case studies byalgd psychologists and experts in each of
the fields; (d) development of scenarios basedercase studies; (e) panel identification of
“events” that might occur in the situations desedilin the scenarios, half of which were seen
as technical and half as ethical events, with theea events being matched to one of
seventeen dimensions of ethical research condcicided in a taxonomy developed by
(Helton-Fauth, et al., 2003); and (f) panel generadf possible responses to the events. In
the case of the ethical events, a third of thearesps generated were categorized as “highly
ethical”, a third “moderately ethical”’, and a thiuhethical’. The result was an instrument
that included three events for each of seventememniions of conduct for each of the three
target fields, with three to five events includealar each of several scenarios. Participants
were instructed to select two responses to eaaft eveler each scenario. Responses were

then scored as low, moderate, or high, in termethatality, and aggregated into four scales:
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data management, study conduct, professional pesctand business practices. (The
scoring was later adjusted to aggregate scoresa@uwen dimensions: (a) data management;
(b) mentoring; (c) publication and authorship; ¢@er review; (e) collaborative science; (f)
research misconduct; and (g) conflicts of intejest.

Several strategies were used to establish theityadidd reliability of theEDMs
(Michael D. Mumford, et al., 2006). Construct dily was tested by comparing results on
the EDMs with several existing instruments that measuteni@lly related constructs such
as verbal reasoning, divergent thinking, agreeasignconscientiousness, narcissism, and
socially desirable responding. TE®M results for the most part were not found to be
associated with social desirability or cognitivaliibs (such as the verbal reasoning test) or
with general dispositional traits (such as cond@eisness, neuroticism, and agreeableness),
but they were related to cognitive strategies (eegognition of circumstances) and with
certain personality variables that were charaatdrizy the authors as involving “the
assumptions people make about themselves or otfeegs; avoidance of responsibility,
cynicism, and narcissism).

The team also examined the relationship betweditipant exposure to unethical
research situations and thEBIDM scale scores, achieving reliability co-efficientsg8#, .88,
.87, and .66 for their four scales (data managenséuidy conduct, professional practices,
and business practices, respectively), and cléatigrships between exposure d&idM
scores (with correlations ranging from -.24 to £88the four scales). Participant ratings on
the severity, frequency, and punishment aspeatssifonduct in a mock Institutional

Review Board case study were virtually all foundbéoassociated witiDM scores as well.
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One key adaptation of tHeEDM necessary for this study was to clearly identify a
scenarios as involving a junior faculty memberfaotfrom a tenure review. This career
status variable served as a standardized proxyéolevel of “benefit” in the rational
assessment, because all respondents can be exfmektexv that junior professors must
produce scholarly publications in order to be awdrténure, whereas senior professors may
benefit, but publications are not as vital to tloeireer status.

Other adaptations were made to identify the speaition taken or decision made by
the researcher in the scenario, since the origicaharios did not typically do so. When at
all possible, the actions were selected from antbadists of response options included in
the original measures. This adaptation was nepgessallow respondents to assess the
action taken.

TheSocial Sciences EDM the version that was adapted for this studye T
adaptations to the scenarios were discussed witBtzane Connelly, a principal investigator
on the research team who developed the origiDdsand her conclusion was that the
changes were not inappropriate given the purposieecstudy.

In addition, two other experts in research miscahgere consulted as to the
appropriateness and realism of the scenarios.filgténdividual consulted was Dr. Ann
Hohmann, who holds a Ph.D. in Sociology from Rwtgerorked as a program officer for 20
years at the National Institute of Mental Healthd @ow serves as an investigator of
scientific misconduct in the Office of Researchefyrity, the federal agency responsible for
the regulations that define FFP. Dr. Hohmann ssiggkthat five of the scenarios might be
considered FFP, depending on the circumstancedhasd five included the three that were

categorized that way for the study. When asked ealstic the scenarios were in her view,
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Dr. Hohmann expressed only one concern about thesion of afMRI scan in one of the
scenarios, because she thought researchers wauliketp have access to that equipment
without grant funding. Since no mention was maideiieding either way in the scenario, a
decision was made to retain this scenario, giventitity for other reasons. The second
individual who provided advice was Dr. Gerald Koechwho is Associate Provost and
Professor of Psychology at Simmons College, editdine journalEthics and Behavigrand
the author of fourteen books as well as the opeersachandboolResponding to Research
Wrongdoing: A User Friendly Guid&eith-Spiegel, et al., 2010), which is widely nefeced

and published on their websitevatvw.ethicsresearch.canDr. Koocher actually edited the

study instrument and provided numerous useful contsrend suggestions.

Assessment questions and scorindgzach of the nine scenarios on the study
instrument is followed by several items that togetdisk the respondent to assess the action
taken in the scenario from both a moral and amatiochoice perspective. These items are
listed inFigure 2

Item 1 is designed to elicit respondents’ perceystiof the likelihood they themselves
might take the same action in that situation. Thisstion is addressing the moral intent
component of the Rest four-component model of atldecision-making (Rest, 1984). In
the analysis, this item will serve as the dependariable, Probability of Miscondufctand is
assessed by the respondent as a probability betivaed 100%. Item 2 asks respondents to

assess the extent to which a moral dimension @wed in each scenario, using a Likert

2 Question 1 is being referred to for purposes efahalysis aBrobability of Misconduceven though not
everyone would agree that all of the scenarioslghoel characterized as misconduct.
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scale of 1 (Moral dimension not present at ally {d/1oral dimension clearly present). This

item is addressing Rest’s moral sensitivity commponand in the analysis, will serve as an

1. Inregard to Item X above, what are the chancehat you yourself would do what the hypothetical
researcher did under the same circumstances? [Ugira scale of 0% (no chance) to 100% (certaimjate
how likely it is that you would choose the same cose of action.]

%

2. To what extent does the situation described item X include a moral aspect or dimension? “Moral
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense.

Moral dimension not evidentatall1l 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your response. If there was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicable he:

1

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very Wrong

4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsehat
is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversigtmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %
b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudse department %

c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %

Figure 2. Excerpt 2 from Survey Instrument
independent variable referred to as Moral Dimensidmless the respondent chooses “Not
Applicable” for Item 2, Item 3 then invites a judgnt in regard to how morally wrong the

action taken is, using a Likert scale of 1 (Noalhtvrong) to 5 (Very wrong). This item is
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addressing Rest’'s moral judgment component, atigeimnalysis, will serve as an
independent variable referred to as Moral Judgment.

Items 4 and 5 then ask respondents to asses&elibdiod that the action will be
“caught” or found out, designated in the analysi®atectiorvariables, and the likelihood of
informal and formal sanctions if the action wagaot found out, designated in the analysis
as Internal Sanctions and External Sanctiorise likelihood of each of the detection and
sanction items are recorded on a scale of 0-100¥%dyespondent.

Data Analysis

Analyses of the data included calculating desargpstatistics and regression
analyses, using the data from the full study adstiaiion only. Frequencies and means were
calculated for all key items on the instrumentwa#l as composite variables for the rational
choice assessment items, as described below. @lpbee calculated to ensure good
reliability of the composites. Finally, multiplegression was the primary inferential
procedure used to answer the research questions.

Multiple regression was performed for each of tmerscenarios separately, using
selected variables. Responses from an individuad jiven scenario were only included in
the data used in the analyses if the individuahaned all items for that scenario.

The dependent variable in the analyses was PratyadfiMisconduct, the
respondent’s estimate of the likelihood s/he wdalsk the same action as that depicted in
each scenario. The primary independent variablése regression models were: (a) Moral
Judgment; (b) a mean composite of the three Detedtms; (c) a mean composite of the
two Internal Sanction items, Shame and Embarrassraed d) a mean composite of four of

the five External Sanction items, which includech€ee in Personnel File, Censure by
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Review Committee, Sanctioned from Engaging in Reseand Dismissal from the
University. The external sanction Criminal Arrasid Prosecution was rarely scored as
anything other than 0% by the respondents and smdaded in these regressions.
Similarly, Moral Dimension (Item 2 on the instruntewas included in initial regressions,
but not found to contribute much and dropped frailmsgquent analyses.

The key control variables used in the analyses were

e Race, using binary categories of White, Black/AdricAmerican; Latino/Hispanic,

Asian/Pacific Islander, and Other, with White as tbference category.

e Gender, binary category with male as the referent.

e Field, using binary categories of psychology anddogy, with psychology as the
reference category.

e Academic position using binary categories for dasis associate, full professor, and
other, with assistant professor as the refereniegjogy.

e Time spent on research, as a continuous varialfel60%.

In Chapter 4, reporting of the results is struaduieefirst provide descriptive data for
respondent demographics and other characterigtit®yed by responses on each scenario
for the probability of engaging in research misaacty discipline andltestresults for the
differences between the disciplines. The nexicecMoral Assessment, provides the
proportions, by discipline, of respondents percgj\a moral dimension in each scenario and
the proportion judging the researcher’s actionaohescenario as wrong or very wrong.
Included are tests of the significance of appadéferences between the two disciplinary

groups. These are followed by correlations betwherdisciplines on the Moral Dimension
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and Moral Judgmerguestions. In the third section, Rational Choisséssment, the
average perceived probabilities are provided fohed the Detection items, Internal
Sanctions, and External Sanctions for each scendha section also includes reliability
estimates the Detection, Internal Sanctions, aridrBal Sanctions composites, followed by
results for the perceived likelihood of detectioml aanctions by scenario using the three
composites.

Finally, regression analysis was performed to anslesoriginal research questions.
Recall that research question 1 was “To what exdemational choice factors predict the
intention to commit research misconduct?” and netequestion 2 was “To what extent does
the awareness of and judgment regarding a morapooent predict the intention to commit
research misconduct?). These questions were aag\Wwgrusing a regression model that
included all of the above independent variable#) Wrobability of Misconduct as the
dependent variable.

Research question 3, “Are moral sensitivity (dimensand judgment associated
with rational choice assessments?” and researcddtiqne!, “To what extent is the ambiguity
of a given research decision (e.g., QRP versus B&$ciated with the relative importance
of moral and rational choice factors in the detaing the course of action?” were more
challenging questions. One of my hypotheses hase first of all, that respondents will
more often see the clear situations (the FFP senars involving a moral dimension,
compared to those with greater ambiguity (the QRB&condly, when they do see a moral
dimension, and thus go ahead and assess theaitaatright or wrong, they will score the
actions taken in the FFPs as being more wrongithdtre more ambiguous QRP’s. Thirdly,

when individuals see the actions described in Hr@us scenarios as less wrong, the
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likelihood of detection and various sanctions Wwe&lcome more salient in whether an
individual might engage in misconduct. In otherasy the moral clarity or ambiguity of a
given situation may be a key factor in the predictdf misconduct, in that once an action is
assessed as very wrong by an individual, the hikeld of detection and sanctions will
become less relevant. Of these three hypothesbsthe latter was formally tested in the

regression, although observational data relateédetanitial two hypotheses are reported in

the descriptive results.
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Chapter 4. Results

Respondent Characteristics

Table 3 provides the descriptive results for trpomdent demographics and other
characteristics. Most respondents with completedeys were White (90%), and the sample
was split roughly in half by gender and by diseipli In addition, more than 90% were
tenure track faculty, as intended, with about 46%me respondents being full professors.

Table 3. Characteristics of Study Sample

Characteristic n %
Race/ethnicity
White/Caucasian 457 78.7
Black/African American 22 3.8
Hispanic or Latino 18 3.1
Asian/Pacific Islander 7 1.2
Other 2 0.3
Gender
Female 242 42.4
Male 267 46.8
Academic position
Tenure track assistant professor 113 19.8
Tenured associate professor 116 20.3
Tenured professor 234 41.0
Non-tenure track faculty 28 4.9
Administrator 11 1.9
Other 4 0.7
Field/discipline
Psychology 263 46.1
Sociology 238 41.7
Other 8 14
Graduate training in the U.S.
No 16 2.8
Yes 493 86.3
Ever observed misconduct
No 197 34.5
Not sure 63 11.0
Yes 250 43.8

Note. N=581. Totals and percentage values deaual 581 and 100% respectively due to non-resgonse
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All except 3% of the sample received their gradti@iming in the U.S. Forty-nine
percent reported having observed what they woutsider to be research misconduct in the
past, and another 12.4% were not sure on thatignesAbout 79% currently spend between
26% and 75% of their time conducting research, withmean being 55%.

Moral Assessment

Probability of misconduct. The first key question for the analysis is hdkelly are
the respondents to take the same action as thatelgjn these scenarios. The results are
shown inFigure 3for each of the two sub-samples involved in thegtfiaculty from
Psychology and from Sociology departméntgith the three FFP scenarios being listed first.
Authorship to Gain Favois clearly the scenario that respondents are likedy to identify
with. As also shown in Tableid further detail, psychologists reported on avertmat there
was a 41% likelihood they would do the same asdbkearcher in the scenario did under the
same circumstances, and sociologists reported enage 37.3% likelihood. The least likely
scenario for both groups wasbricated Data with psychologists reporting a mere 1.7%
likelihood of doing that and the sociologists 5.4%verall, the average response for
psychologists appears to run on average aboutetg&ptage points lower than for the
sociologists on several of the scenarios, includith¢hree of the FFP scenarios. As shoivn,
testresults demonstrate that some of these differesieem statistically significant.
Interestingly, Authorship to Gain Favois one of the two in which the psychologists ia th
sample scored higher than the sociologists, alatigAdjusted Reportingyoth QRP

scenarios, but neither of those tivestswere statistically significant. It is also wortbting

% Responses from the 8 individuals who marked “Otfwrfield/discipline are not included in the fikl
comparisons.
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Probability of Misconduct by Discipline
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Figure 3. Probability of Misconduct by Discipline
that the standard deviations on some of the saanare fairly high (not shown)uthorship
to Gain Favor,for example, is about .30 for both groups, sugggst wide variation within
each group as to whether or not respondents waulikdly to do this.

Moral dimension and moral judgment. The second key component in the moral

assessment of the scenarios involved responddintg cm a five-point Likert scale the
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Table 4. Disciplinary Differences in Probability of Misconciu

All Respondents Psychology Sociology

Scenario M n MinMax M n Min Max M n Min Max diff. t
Fabricated Data 3.5 4680 100 1.7 235 0 100 54 199 0 100 -3.7 -3.01 **
Adjusted Images 6.2 4340 100 53 222 0 80 7.2 191 0 100 -1.9 -1.18
False Reporting 9.4 4820 100 7.7 243 0 75 11.8207 0 100 4.1 -256 *
IRB Noncompliance 8.7 4760 100 7.2 227 0 100 11.3207 0 100 -4.1 -2.08 *
Reneges on Authorship 9.4 4740 100 95 242 0 80 9.6 204 0 100 -0.2 -0.11
Parents Dictate Study Groups 11421 0 100 8.2 207 0 100 148185 0 100 -6.6 -2.98 **
Adjusted Reporting 14.0455 0 100 144234 0 95 13.1196 0 100 1.3 0.58
Authorship to Gain Favor 39.151 0 100 41.0221 0 100 37.3200 0 100 3.7 1.26
Conflict of Interest 175466 0 100 152237 0 90 20.6205 0 100 -54 -231 *

*p<.05. **p<.01. **p<.001.
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extent to which they perceived there to be a mdimkension to the scenario. Ratings ranged
from 1 (moral dimension not present at all) to ®(ah dimension clearly present), and
results are shown in Tabldé&r the percentage of total respondents that sslext4 or 5 on

the scale. Not surprisingly perhaps, the threeates rated most often by respondents
overall as having a moral dimension are the thiee $cenarios for each group, followed
closely byConflict of InteresandReneges on Authorshifonly 40.1% of overall

participants perceived the scenaiathorship to Gain Favoas having a moral dimension.

In the remaining component of the moral assessriviorial Judgment, respondents
rated how morally wrong they felt the action takethe scenario was, from 1 (not at all
wrong) to 5 (very wrong). Again, the results dnewn inTable 5as the percentage
selecting 4 or 5 on the Likert scale. Ratings appe parallel the moral dimension ratings,
with the actions taken in the three FFP situationst often seen as wrong or very wrong,
followed again byReneges on AuthorshgmdConflict of Interest Generally, the results for
Moral Dimension and Moral Judgment trend in the samection as those for Probability of
Misconduct, suggesting perhaps that those who se&al dimension in these scenarios may
be more likely to view the action taken as wronyj thus less likely to believe they would
do it under the same circumstances.

Also included in Table are the breakdowns by discipline in percentages of
respondents rating the scenario on Moral DimenarahMoral Judgment. The results show
that the psychologists tended to score the scenariittle higher than the sociologists (more

likely to see a moral dimension and wrongness @sttenario) on three of the items,
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Table 5. Disciplinary Differences in Moral Dimension and Mbdudgment Assessments

Moral Dimension

Moral Judgment

Respondents Choosing 4 or 5 (Clearly Present)

Respondents Choosing 4 or 5 (Wrong or Very
Wrong)

All Psychology Sociology All Psychology Sociology
Scenario % n % n % n  diff z % n % n % n  diff z
Fabricated Data 95.346 96.6 227 935 18 3.1 15 93.8439 953 224 925 184 28 1.2
Adjusted Images 88.0882 86.9 193 89.0 170 -2.1 -0.6 87.9381 86.9 193 885 169 -1.6 -0.5
False Reporting 88.8428 90.5 220 88.4 183 2.1 0.7 85.3411 87.6 213 83.1 172 45 14
IRB Noncompliance 64.9309 61.7 140 66.7 138 -5.0 -1.1 64.1305 62.6 142 66.2 137 -3.6 -0.8
Reneges on Authorship 82.392 785 190 87.3 178 -88 -24 78.3371 744 160 83.3 170 -89 -23 *
Parents Dictate Study Groups 6024 59.9 124 60.5 112 -0.6 -0.1 62.2262 62.8 130 595 110 3.3 0.7
Adjusted Reporting 59.8272 58.1 136 60.7 119 -2.6 -05 545248 53.4 125 54.6 107 -1.2 -0.2
Authorship to Gain Favor 40.181 36.7 81 430 8 -6.3 -13 20.291 16.7 37 220 44 53 -14
Conflict of Interest 85.0396 86.5 205 829 170 3.6 1.0 77.7362 78.9 187 75.1 154 3.8 0.9

*p<.05
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Fabricated DataandFalse Reportingboth FFPs) and oGonflict of Interes{a QRP
scenario), on both questions. On one additionastion, they scored the QRP scenario,
Parents Dictate Study Grousgher in terms of wrongness, but slightly lowarseeing a
moral dimension in the first place. The scoresveen the two samples are actually quite
similar on this scenario, however. Finally, it d@seen that the sociologists scored the
remaining scenarios higher than the psychologistsath Moral Dimension and Moral
Judgment, which weradjusted Imagesamong the FFPs, atidB NoncompliangeReneges
on Authorshp, andAdjusted Reportingamong the QRPs.

The question remains, however, whether or notlitherences observed between the
psychologists and sociologists are statisticaliygicant. And, in fact, the tests of
proportions between the percentages for each diseiwere statistically significant for only
one scenario, and for the same item. Just undde@fr psychologists than sociologists
reported seeing a moral dimension in and judélegeges on Authorshgs wrong.

A final consideration in regard to the proportidnme@spondents perceiving a moral
dimension and judging actions as morally wrondnesfact that the responses given on these
two items are highly correlated with one anoth&s. shown in Table 6, the correlations are
all statistically significant at p<.001. A likegxplanation for this is that these two items on
the instrument may actually be measuring the saing.t It is possible that respondents did
not fully perceive what was meant in regard to \Wwkebr not there was a moral dimension
present in the scenario as distinct from judgiregyahtion itself as more or less wrong.
Because these items appear to be measuring thecsasteuct, only Moral Judgment was

included in the regression models.
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Table 6. Correlations Between Moral Dimension and Moral Jodgnt Mean Responses

Moral Dimension Moral Judgment

Scenario M S.D. M S.D. n r
Fabricated Data 4.8 0.6 4.7 0.6 468 0.72 ***
Adjusted Images 4.5 0.8 4.5 0.8 434 0.88  ***
False Reporting 4.5 0.8 4.3 0.9 482 0.75 ***
IRB Noncompliance 3.9 1.2 3.8 1.1 476 0.77 ***
Reneges on Authorship 4.3 0.9 4.1 0.9 474 0.70 ***
Parents Dictate Study Groups 3.8 1.2 3.7 1.2 421 0.75 ***
Adjusted Reporting 3.7 1.2 3.5 1.2 455 0.82 ***
Authorship to Gain Favor 3.2 1.2 2.6 11 451 0.69 ***
Conflict of Interest 4.4 0.8 4.1 0.9 466 0.73 ***
Note: Range of responses is 1-5 for both items.

wrn< 001

Rational Choice Assessment

Likelihood of detection. Moving on now to the first rational choice assessnitem,
which involved the respondents estimating the illa@d of detection if they did in fact take
the action described in the scenario. It is imgoarto note that the question instructs
respondents to assume they themselves did naingtine. To the extent that psychology
and sociology researchers work independently, rdktza as members of collaborative
teams, this could be an important distinction. UResare shown below in Table The
average estimated likelihood of detection is shéovreach type of detection: (a) by a
colleague in the department, (b) by a publishermthe article is submitted for peer revfew

and (c) by a university administrator or researedrsight committee.

* In “Conflict of Interest”, this Detection item wasanged to “the funder when the grant is submiited
review” because the scenario involved reportingtemtial conflict of interest in a grant applicatio
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Table 7. Perceived Likelihood of Detection of Misconduct

Colleague Publisher Administrator

Scenario M S.D. M S.D. M S.D. n

Fabricated Data 319 30.3 183 24.5 15.7 23.2 468
Adjusted Images 39.0 303 236 27.0 15.6 22.3 434
False Reporting 46.4 32.2 1838 23.4 13.1 19.9 482
IRB Noncompliance 359 317 154 23.5 31.1 30.3 476
Reneges on Authorship 69.1 28.8 12.8 19.6 14.9 21.7 474
Parents Dictate Study Groups  28.2 30.8 215 31.1 13.7 22.6 421
Adjusted Reporting 435 324 274 29.8 14.0 22.2 455
Authorship to Gain Favor 575 335 15.0 25.7 12.3 22.6 451
Conflict of Interest 31.1 31.1 35.0 29.4 22.6 25.5 466

Clearly, detection by colleagues is seen as mkalylby the respondents, with the
highest mean likelihood beirigeneges on Authorshih 69.1%, which makes sense given
that the scenario involves graduate student aieswrithin the department and possibly
disgruntled students at that. It is quite intengsthat the two lowest average estimates of
detection for publishers are in the scenarios wimglAuthorship to Gain FavoandReneges
on Authorshp. Publishers may be more likely to detect authipro gain favor in the future
if they begin to require documentation from allfears on their specific contributions to
manuscripts prior to publication. An alternativansideration is that respondents who rate
this scenario as not involving a moral dimensiory miao expect that there would be no
concern for publishers to detect. Perhaps the mygmirtant finding here is that respondents
on average estimated a probability of under 50%alwlleague would detect one of the
FFP situations, and the estimated probabilitieseaes lower for publishers and
administrators/review committees. In fact, thebyadalities are much lower overall for

publishers and administrators to detect miscondilely due to the proximity of colleagues.
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The notable exceptions to this &enflict of Interestwhich respondents estimated would be
detected by publishers on average about 35% difrtteeandlRB noncompliancewhich
respondents estimated at an average likelihood 43 for administrators, still fairly low,

but higher than any other type of situation forlglers or administrators. In fact,
respondents occasionally commented in the sunsgguiment on the Administrator/
Committee item, expressing a lack of understandsip what administrator or research
review committee was being referred to in that ¢jaas This would suggest there are few
administrative or peer research oversight actwitiethe universities for faculty from
psychology and sociology departments, other tharRIB.

Likelihood of sanctions. Similar results are shown below in regard to theese
Sanction items included in the rational choice sss®ent. Respondents estimated the
likelihood from 0-100% that the following conseques would occur if they did take the
action depicted in the scenario and the actiontivas in fact detected: (a) personal sense of
shame or guilt; (b) embarrassment due to lossspieet of colleagues in the department; (c)
censure in personnel file; (d) censure by rese@glew committee; (e) sanctioned from
engaging research for a period of time; (f) disai$®m the university; and (g) criminal
arrest and procedure. The results are shown iteBalwiththe first two columns showing
the results for what might be seen as “internatictans-those more or less imposed on
oneself (a and b), and the remainder as “extesaittions-those that would be determined

and applied by others (c-g).
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Table 8. Perceived Likelihood of Sanctions for Misconduct

Censure Sanctionel

Embarrass Censure in by from Criminal
Shame ment file committee research  Dismissal arrest
Scenario M S.D. M S.D. M S.D. M S.D. M S.D. M S.D. M S.D. n
Fabricated Data 91.@22.4 89.723.0 629 36.6 629374 458 37.8 28.4 32.1 5.2 141 468
Adjusted Images 84373 816296 416 36.1 43537.1 28.2 33.1 153 24.3 26 96 434
False Reporting 83.26.9 789300 33.033.1 300322 157259 88 176 14 6.8 482
IRB Noncompliance 705350 673348 413356 586356 346334 88 175 21 6.9 476
Reneges on Authorship 75.30.0 68.1336 145224 111203 38 130 15 6.2 03 1.7 474

Parents Dictate Study Groups 7035.7 67.036.4 254 31.2 30.0339 152249 58 152 08 45 421
Adjusted Reporting 58.138.1 55.338.2 14.2 245 144253 6.7 178 2.7 9.7 04 33 455
Authorship to Gain Favor 29.32.0 266313 46 124 45 125 14 6.2 0.7 4.2 0.1 04 451
Conflict of Interest 63.233.9 55.7359 221294 257312 119226 54 142 18 82 466
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As shown, the highest estimated likelihood forititernal sanctions of Shame and
Embarrassment, on average, is associated witlntee FFP scenarios, as might be expected.
The others are still fairly high as well, with atee than even chance that respondents would
feel both Shame and Embarrassment in all but otigea$cenarios, which is again
Authorship to Gain FavorRecall that the latter is the scenario that redpats thought had
a 58% chance of being detected by colleaguesgbsatthan a quarter of them felt it was
wrong (17% of psychologists and 22% of sociologists

In regard to the “external” sanctions, again tire¢h-FP scenarios have the highest
likelihood across the board, with one major exa@ptiRespondents on average anticipated a
59% likelihood of being censured by a researchesgvdiommittee if they were caught
engaging inRB noncompliancand 35% likelihood of being sanctioned from engggn
research for a period of time. They even thoulgétd was almost a 9% chance one might be
dismissed from the university in that scenario,reth®ugh the direct risk of harm to study
participants could be described as quite low.

Another notable result is the decreasing prolasliof occurrence overall as the
sanctions become more severe. In fact, there seémvery low probabilities in general of
being dismissed from the university or arrest ara$@cution for any type of research
misconduct. Dismissal is estimated at low probtdsl on average even for the FFP
situations, although dismissal for fabricating datastimated at a 28.5% mean likelihood,
the highest result.

And finally, it is important to note a very cleaatpern with the estimated probabilities

for Shame and Embarrassment in comparison to tieeret sanctions. The former estimates
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tend to run much higher for all scenarios thanlatier do, suggesting that internal
consequences may in fact be much more importaampeer-reviewed research environment
than the latter. Certainly they appear to be nmaoke likely at the present time.

Composite variables. In spite of some of the interesting apparent déifiees in
some of the detection and sanction estimates,icarftahe items seem to be closely tied to
one another, and might therefore be just as apiatepr included in subsequent analyses as
average composite variables. Upon calculatinglodity estimates for likely combinations,
the following three composites do appear to work a&composite variables, as shown
below in Table 9: (a) a composite Detection scatdch is an average of all three detection
items for each respondent; (b) a composite of ShlmdeEmbarrassment, hereafter referred
to as Internal Sanctions; and (c) a composite medieio as External Sanctions, which
includes all of the remaining sanction items, exéepCriminal Arrest and Prosecution, for
which the probabilities were extremely low, leavidgnsure in File, Censure by Committee,
Sanctioned from Engaging in Research; and Dismissal

The reliability estimates (alphas) for each of thgee composites are shown in
Table 9. The Detection composite seems to béalkiss reliable than the other two, but all
have acceptable reliability in the various scergari®@ne exception might B&eneges on
Authorship which is more likely to be detected by a colleathuan others, as shown
previously. Comparisons of means for the threepmmites are shown frigure 4 The
results of course parallel what was shown abovéi®individual detection and sanction
items. Recall that respondents were instructesstionate the likelihood of the sanctions in

the event detection did occur.
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Table 9. Reliability Co-efficients for Variable Composites

61

Internal External
Scenario Detection Sanctions Sanctions
Fabricated Data 0.84 0.83 0.89
Adjusted Images 0.76 0.93 0.90
False Reporting 0.68 0.86 0.89
IRB Noncompliance 0.73 0.89 0.82
Reneges on Authorship 0.61 0.85 0.83
Parents Dictate Study Groups 0.77 0.95 0.87
Adjusted Reporting 0.65 0.95 0.88
Authorship to Gain Favor 0.66 0.94 0.79
Conflict of Interest 0.78 0.91 0.87

Probability of Consequences for Misconduct

Percent Probability of Occurrence

O Detection
E Internal Sanctions
M External Sanctions

Scenario

Figure 4. Probability of Consequences for Misconduct
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Regression Model

The results of regression analyses for each afitie scenarios are shown in Table
10. Results for the FFP scenarios are shown firstpfadld by those for the QRP scenarios.
As can be seen, all of the co-efficients for Manatlgment are highly significant (p&01),
indicating that a judgment that an action is mgraltong is an important predictor for
research misconduct. In the scenario describingnaportedConflict of Interestevery
point increase in the Likert scale towards a judgihog wrongness appears to reduce the
likelihood of misconduct by 14.08 points. The I®tvbut still significant effect can be seen
for theIRB Noncompliancecenario, in which a judgment of wrongness redtives
likelihood of misconduct by about 4.23 points.

The Detection composite does not appear to consliggredict the likelihood of
misconduct, although a very small effect is sigmifit forlRB NoncompliancandReneges
on Authorship Nor does the External Sanction composite typigaledict misconduct,
although a couple of these co-efficients were significant. However, Internal Sanctions
(the Shame and Embarrassment composite), doesrdpgdeaa consistent predictor, as the
co-efficients for Internal Sanctions are significanoross all scenarios. Misconduct becomes
less likely as individuals expect to feel more shaand embarrassment if a given action were
to be detected. Moral Judgment and Internal Sametare probably tied together — people
are more likely to feel shame when doing thingy flaége as morally wrong.

Looking at the characteristics of the sample, aresee that the apparent small
differences previously shown between sociologists@sychologists appear to be borne out

in the regression. In seven of the scenariospkmyists appear to be approximately 3-6
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Table 10. Estimates of Probability of Misconduct

FFP Scenarios

QRP Scenarios

Parents
Reneges Dictate Authorshig
Fabricate« Adjusted False IRB Non- on Study Adjusted to Gain Conflict of
Variable Data Images Reporting compliancé&uthorship Groups Reporting Favor Interest
Constant 33.42 52.77 54.94 29.51 49.22 42.32 41.35 81.65 75.92
Moral Judgment 5,51 _10.01%** -7.08*** -4.23%%*% 7 .69%**% 5 14 x<x 7 1%k 12 40*** -14.08%**
Detection 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.10 * 0.09* 0.01 -0.02 0.06 -0.02
Internal Sanctions -0.1%%>  -0.10 ** -0.18 *** -0.16*** -0.14*** -0.24 *** -0.18** -0.14 * -0.08 *
External Sanctions 0.00 0.06 * -0.01 -0.04 0.03 0.06 0.19** 0.27 0.04
Sociology 3.34*»* 310 * 3.61 ** 537 * 369 * 6.14 ** 0.09 -2.75 6.21 **
Associate Professor -0.74 0.64 -1.48 -6.20* -3.59 -0.68 4.19 -5.24 1.45
Full Professor -0.72 -0.16 -5.10** -1.48 -4.50* 0.96 -0.29 -9.31* -0.93
Administrator 2.70 1.97 -4.93 -2.37 -3.83 -0.95 7.71 -14.46 -1.10
Non TT Facult -2.38 -3.19 -5.06 -3.83 -5.45 4.54 -4.14 -8.87 -1.96
Other Position -4.42 -1.54 -9.52 6.17 -3.65 -10.66 -3.49 0.75 5.30
Male 0.87 1.69 -0.16 4.41 * 2.56 0.69 2.16 -1.29 0.83
Black 3.61 1.32 6.99* -0.26 2.35 5.56 -1.26 3.41 -3.99
Hispanic -1.02 3.37 4.43 1.84 -2.05 -3.66 5.45 -1.25 0.84
Asian 0.55 2.20 15.47* 9.13 8.30 1.89 10.14 -1.21 18.18*
Other 2.88 18.09 11.42 6.84 6.02 -3.99 -3.92 14.40 40.71*
% Time Spent in Research 0.69 0.03 0.01 0.06 -0.01 -0.02 0.09 -0.02 0.02
Adj. R? 0.20 0.38 0.38 0.20 0.32 0.34 0.36 0.30 0.39

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.
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points more likely to engage in misconduct thangégchologists. The exceptions were
Adjusted ReportingndAuthorship to Gain Favomwhich were not significant.

When it comes to academic position, there are theeaarios where full professors
are less likely to engage in the misconduct tharnréfierent group of assistant professors:
False ReportingReneges on AuthorshigndAuthorship to Gain Favor The results for the
latter two are consistent with how academia iscstimed. Senior faculty are under less
pressure to get publications out, and first aughdalications particularly, and they are much
less likely to need to please others who might setdourtesy” listing as an author on a
publication.

Likelihood of misconduct is only different betweerales and females in one
scenarioJRB noncomplianceln that scenario, male respondents are abouieteentage
points more likely on average tot report the sample change to the IRB than femaleder
those circumstances. But any apparent differeimctge other scenarios are not statistically
significant. In a couple of scenarios, we canlagge effect sizes related to Race, especially
Asians compared to Whites, and Other compared tieéd/hHowever, there were only two
Others in the sample, and seven Asian/Pacific d&des) and so the results may be artifacts of
the low sample sizes. Finally, the results pemaino percent time spent in research were

significant in only one of the scenarios, and iat thne, the effect appear to be small.
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Chapter 5. Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this research was to investigat@hie@omenon of academic research
misconduct from the perspective of rational chafmory and the Rest, et al., model of moral
decision-making. Drawing on a national samplera¥ersity sociologists and psychologists,
respondent assessment of vignettes was used tarextre likelihood that faculty would
engage in the hypothetical misbehaviors depictedt@anvhat extent their perceptions in that
regard would be predicted by moral awareness, nuagments, and expectations of
consequences. Analysis of the data has genetsddltowing principal findings:

1. The likelihood of the most serious misbehav{@abrication, Falsification, and

Plagiarism) generally was low, and the likelihoddazulty engaging in Questionable

Research Practices was quite variable.

2. Moral judgment in regard to a given situatiomsva consistently strong predictor

of the perceived likelihood of misconduct.

3. Anticipated internal sanctions such as shamesambarrassment were shown to be

a consistent factor in the likelihood of misconduimit perceptions of the likelihood

and severity of external sanctions did not typichkive a direct independent effect.

4. Field and experience were a factor in reseanisibonduct in some cases. Field

was a consistently small predictor of miscondudti whe sociologists scoring

slightly higher than the psychologists in virtuadlly of the scenarios. The likelihood

of misconduct was lower for full professors thasistant professors on the

authorship-related scenarios.

The results of this study are largely consisterh\previous estimates of the

prevalence of research misconduct among facultyefia2009). Fabrication and

www.manaraa.com



66

falsification, in particular, appear to be fairBre occurrences, while less serious
misbehaviors are probably widespread. Surprisjrej{yernal sanctions in general were not
as important as an independent factor as showther cesearch (Tibbetts, 1997, 1999) but
future analyses may uncover an interaction effettvben moral judgments and potential
sanctions that fits with what others have founddibrer types of misconduct (Paternoster &
Simpson, 1996).

The findings in regard to field effects add to tuerent research by providing
estimates of likely misconduct among sociologigkscgically while offering additional
information on the likelihood for psychologists.s for experience, these results were not as
strong as others have found (M. S. Anderson, 1884; Martinson, et al., 2006), but in
those scenarios where this study did reveal sigamti effects for academic position, the
results make intuitive sense, since assistant gsofe are much more likely to be sensitive to
publication pressures and the authorship dilemimatsattend them. Full professors would
not likely be under enough pressure to renegemomise of lead authorship to graduate
students, and being the senior faculty, they tharasavould not likely feel under any
obligation to provide courtesy authorship to pretes more senior than themselves.

Caution must be exercised in interpreting the tegiue to several factors. First and
foremost, this study was not measuring actual migaot, only participant perceptions of the
likelihood they might engage in misconduct in vagaituations. The possibility of
respondent bias is also present, since this iagitee topic, and participants may not be
responding with complete honesty, either out ofceon for what others might think should
they somehow become aware of their responses @itsont of a desire to see themselves as

moral persons. Finally, the lack of precisionam® of the measures may have led to

www.manaraa.com



67

variability in how participants responded that wbabt otherwise have been present. It is
possible that respondents did not adequately dissh between what was meant by a moral
dimension being present and a moral judgment thacion was wrong. Similarly, the
shame and embarrassment items were very crude/eantikely conflated perceptions of
the various moral emotions, especially shame, eraksment, guilt, remorse, and regret.
Even so, the findings from this study have somg ugeresting implications. For
example, education and training efforts on campasgrimarily work toward raising
awareness of the rules and the consequences fikibgethem might be better off shifting to
an exploration of the moral issues involved in agrtohg research. Given the difficulty in
monitoring the myriad details involved in reseaachivities, enforcement of such rules and
consequences is challenging at best, and thus meelant on individual researchers to
make good decisions as they proceed through théyrwdork lives. Scientific norms of
disinterestedness and organized skepticism (Mett@42) were grounded in this
understanding, but now are being seriously cha#ldrizy the pressures to obtain funding and
publish interesting results (M. J. Anderson, Rogne Vries, & Martinson, 2010). Rather
than devising new and ever more elaborate methwd$etecting misconduct, perhaps
focusing on peer support and researchers’ passratofng good science would be more
effective in reducing the likelihood of questiornabésearch practices, those types of
misconduct that are most prevalent, most diffibtmitonsistently monitor, and most
amenable, arguably, to correction. Notwithstandivecurrent state of higher education and
government, the financial challenges and shiftimpleasis to business models,
accountability, and consumerism, perhaps the mgsifisant gift we could offer faculty that

would improve integrity in research is time — titbpethink about their research, reflect on the
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adequacy and appropriateness of their methodss@ndhunicate with colleagues and
mentors about the process as it unfolds.

On the other hand, one area that might benefit freore of an instrumental approach
is the IRB. It was interesting to note how manyha respondents found the IRB scenario to
be morally wrong, given the low probability of aatinarm to study participants in that
scenario (using a consent form approved for on¢hysample for another, slightly older one,
without informing the IRB). One can speculate htbe respondents’ perceptions of this
scenario might have been affected by the now utdgsipresence of IRBs on campus, and
the role that they play in promoting an overallteys of research integrity, such that any
violations of IRB requirements may seem morally ngo Regardless, this study would
suggest that most researchers who are aware ofdha implications of their interactions
with study participants are likely to do the righing on their own without concern for
sanctions. But for those who do not perceive elRB/rule as a moral imperative, an
expectation of detection and sanctions might pleglein preventing rule-breaking. In this
sense, post-approval monitoring systems, or otlemhanisms for increasing the perception
of detection and sanctions for misbehavior, candsul in maintaining an efficient system
of rule-following as well as catching those few lzgugples that may cause real harm to
participants.

Perhaps the most obvious and yet important impdioadf this study is that the
increasingly competitive nature of research funding publication systems should be
expected to increase the likelihood of miscondoeth at the more serious level and in
regard to QRP’s. In spite of scientific norms,sas for knowledge, and a moral compass,

researchers are at heart still human beings whao toekeel valued by their peers and
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rewarded for their efforts. To the extent that ggstems become so competitive that fewer
and fewer can succeed, we will not only lose sofrmipbest people but have less and less
confidence in the integrity of research that iSqened.

To forestall this, additional research must beautaken to fully understand the
interaction between moral and rational factorsenision-making. Future research should
broaden the sample to include other fields andebeteasure emotional states and possibly
other “internal” sanctions. In addition, analysee needed that can aggregate the data across
scenarios, to better answer the questions compkRigversus QRP misconduct. Finally, a
valuable adjustment to this study design woulddo@tegrate environmental variables that
have shown promise in previous studies, includieig@ptions of distributive justice,

observation of misconduct in the past, and mengoaimd peer support.
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Appendix

SURVEY ON DECISION-MAKING IN RESEARCH
Instructions for Section I: Below you will findrie different vignettes or “scenarios” involvingieas
situations that researchers encounter on a dagjtdsdsis. Each scenario is accompanied by treessithat
elaborate on the circumstances. The questionsedtd item invite you to estimate what the likebt is that
you might take the same action under the samerostances. You are also requested to make an ass#ssf
the situation, such as the extent to which an atlissue may be involved, if the action taken wdugd
appropriate, and what the consequences would IthkelyThe items represent a mix of possible sitnatand
there are no right or wrong answers. Please hastsyour own assessment of the situation, whidlhhedip us
to understand how researchers actually address Kieds of issues in their daily work.

SECTION I. ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH SCENARIOS

SCENARIO 1. Dr. Cedar, a young developmental psychologist,inbthan RO1 Research Grant from the
National Institute of Child Health and Human Deysteent to study aggression in elementary schoodliml

Cedar suspects that some children with a certaietgemakeup will be especially susceptible todffects of
television violence. Part of the project requinegaining a cheek swab for DNA analysis, but inmng and
observing children in the classroom constitutesniagor effort. Cedar is anxious to get resultsrriis study
published as soon as possible to support an upgpt@inure review.

ITEM 1A. After collecting data for one semester, Dr. Cedacdmes concerned that the preliminary results
from the study are not promising and decides t@agthe sample population to include adolesce@sdar
feels frustrated, however, that the study may megadditional IRB review due to the change in samphd
therefore decides to proceed using the consentrdents already approved for the younger childrermeuit
bringing the sample change to the attention ofIR.

1. Inregard to Item 1A above, what are the chanaethat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@% (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn. %

2. To what extent does the situation described item 1A include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mor&
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrnto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiféhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableche |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsahat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversighmmittee? %
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5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %

b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudse department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %

ITEM 1B. In the spring, Dr. Cedar begins analysis of theults from the adolescent sample and finds theat th
pattern largely supports the expected findings.riliuthe analysis, however, Cedar spots an anormallze

data and after talking to the research assistabédieves an error occurred in the way the resuksev

recorded during the third observation for each fpEpant. It is not possible to repeat the obseimas as the
third in the sequence and in any case additionakobations for the entire sample would take toohrtiroe.
Throwing those observations out, however, rendisfdhe results non-significant. Cedar decidesteate
scores for the third observations, using his bestsg as to what they would have been had theydaegead

out correctly, and then use those data in the asialyThe results are now largely significant and Cedar
proceeds to draft the initial article.

1. Inregard to Item 1B above, what are the chansgthat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@ (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn. %

2. To what extent does the situation described item 1B include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mora
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiséhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableehe |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsehat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversigdmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %
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b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudse department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %

ITEM 1C. Cedar's graduate students are currently writing msgeripts for projects they completed as
extensions of the primary study. Cedar has alreathtied that the graduate students will be firsttaars on
their respective projects, but reconsiders, given pgressure for additional first-author publicat®for the
upcoming review. Cedar decides to remain as &imhor and list the graduate students as second and
subsequent authors.

1. Inregard to Item 1C above, what are the chaneethat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@% (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn.

%

2. To what extent does the situation described iitem 1C include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mora
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrnto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiféhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableehe |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsahat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversighmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %

b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudse department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %
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SCENARIO 2. Dr. Daniels has earned substantial prestige asiagyresearcher in the field of behavioral
economics. Daniels’ program of research is focusethe future discounting of delayed benefits. réuity
Daniels is studying the effects of self-paymentdnd-of-semester grades in high school studentglests are
to be given 0, 15, or 30 dollars to use now inaay they like, or to deposit in a “lock box” to bedeemed
only after receiving a “B” or better in their regeil geometry course. Daniels is hoping to be réadienure
review next year.

ITEM 2A. Along with a consent form, Daniels has sent a ltefcription of the study home with students.
When the forms are returned, although signed, aciemtain notes from the parents saying that thegagnly
if their child is included in one of the monetarpgps, but not if their child is in the no-paymegnbup. Even
more of the students’ assent agreements carnstipslation. Daniels needs all the subjects pdssiand so
decides to satisfy as many requests as possibdetramo make up the difference at the next schebére
hopefully the problem can be lessened.

1. Inregard to Item 2A above, what are the chanaethat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@ (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn.

%

2. To what extent does the situation described item 2A include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mor&
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiséhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableche |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsehat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversigdmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %

b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudre department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %
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ITEM 2B. Daniels has nearly finished the study and an ihigort of the hypotheses and results is being
prepared for the funder. Daniels’ graduate studémturen, has been assigned the job of developiadirtst
draft of the results section. Daniels instructsiten to gloss over the striking SES and ethni@gults that
were found, because they might be interpreted easdyand impulsivity. Lauren, on the other handintains
that a full account of the key findings should beeg. Daniels explains to Lauren that the mainegipental
guestion was about incentive effects, and thall she should describe, leaving out the interaciavith class
and money.

1. Inregard to Item 2B above, what are the chansgthat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@ (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn.

%

2. To what extent does the situation described item 2B include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mora
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiséhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableche |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsehat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversigtmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %

b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudre department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %
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ITEM 2C. Daniels has been hard at work writing up the highaol lock-box data, and it occurs to him that
the results are more than strong enough to meniearo-economic analysis of the effect. It coulovshow his
manipulation might reshape a student’s fMRI indefuture academic performance and, by implicatite,
change in his or her subjective economic valuesedond phase of the study was therefore initiatedhich
serial fMRIs scans were taken while new studentiigpants were asked to make their lock-box denisio
Daniels watched as the first round of images appédaand nothing looked especially promising. Brain
metabolic activity seemed more or less uniforméjritiuted across all conditions. Daniels’ post-duated,
however, that new digital technology would allowrthto adjust the images a bit to ensure the reapipeared
more interesting. Daniels is concerned the fundingport for his research will dry up if he does oontinue
to produce results, and so agrees provided thestdjants are minor and cannot easily be detected.

1. Inregard to Item 2C above, what are the chansethat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@ (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn.

%

2. To what extent does the situation described item 2C include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mor&
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrnto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiféhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableehe |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsahat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversighmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %

b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudse department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %
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SCENARIO 3. Dr. Channing is a young American anthropologistigiing agricultural practices of the Mofu
people of Cameroon, Africa. Due to the demandimmire of this project, which requires frequent életo
Cameroon and lengthy periods of data collectiorar@ing has not published any of the findings yihoagh
one paper is under review. The delay has been idable, but tenure review is only a year away,heo t
pressure to publish from this project is building.

ITEM 3A. Channing has hurried to prepare a manuscript foblmation. A collaborator phones to say that a
senior department member, Dr. Foster, has beeringrihat he should be listed as a co-author. The
collaborator points out a few advantages of inchgdhim. Although Foster did not directly contribtitethe
study design, he did provide useful advice regaydiata analysis. Channing sees that including &san
author might increase the paper’s prestige, andsttiecides to go ahead and include Foster lasténigt of
authors; it costs nothing, and can only add prestgd promote good relations with Foster—somethigeded
for the upcoming tenure review.

1. Inregard to Item 3A above, what are the chanaethat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@ (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn.

%

2. To what extent does the situation described item 3A include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mor&
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiséhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableche |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsehat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversigtmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %

b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudre department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %
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ITEM 3B. The paper is accepted pending minor revisions aiso one of Channing’s graduate students,
reanalyzes data from the Mofu project for his Mastthesis. The student finds that in Channing’steao get
the data analyzed, some of the agricultural plogseromitted. When included, the important diffeesnare
reduced to marginal significance. The pressuredbtige paper out is now overwhelming, and so Channi
decides to keep the results section as is, but asighin a revision that the readers should beicastabout
interpretations because more work on this topicdeded.

1. Inregard to Item 3B above, what are the chansgthat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@ (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn.

%

2. To what extent does the situation described item 3B include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mora
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiséhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableche |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsehat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. A publisher when the article is submitted feepreview? %
c. A university administrator or research oversigtmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %

b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudre department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %
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ITEM 3C. Channing is collaborating with a senior researche a grant proposal to the International Fund
for Agricultural Development (IFAD). She noticeatt consulting agreement with an agricultural
manufacturer is not disclosed in his draft of tipplcation. She guesses that disclosing this faghtn
compromise approval by IFAD and supposes that theeipal investigator (P1), who knows the ins anat®of
the application process, may have purposefully teahithe information. Channing is hesitant to quastier
collaborator about this potentially sensitive sultjeand finally decides to proofread and modifyhtacal
details of the proposal as needed, but respecPttsedecision about listing his ties to industry.

1. Inregard to Item 3C above, what are the chansethat you would do what the hypothetical researche
did under the same circumstances? [Using a scalé@ (no chance) to 100% (certain), rate how likelyit
is that you would choose the same course of actipn.

%

2. To what extent does the situation described item 3C include a moral aspect or dimension? “Mor&
dimension” means that the action taken has an elemeof ethical correctness, e.g., the action can be
considered more or less right or wrong in a moralense. [Circle the number corresponding to your
response.]

Moral dimension not evident at all 1 2 3 4 5 Moral dimension
clearly present

3. If the situation does include a moral dimensigrto what extent would you say the action taken was
morally wrong (if at all)? [Circle the number corresponding to your resporiséhere was no moral
dimension to the situation, check Not Applicableehe |

Not at all wrong 1 2 3 4 5 Very wrong
4. If you were the researcher in this scenario, @hassuming you did not discuss it with anyone elsehat

is the probability that the action would become knwn to the following: [Write in a number between 0%
(no chance) and 100% (certain) for each.]

a. A colleague in the department? %
b. The funder when the grant is submitted forees %
c. A university administrator or research oversigdmmittee? %

5. If you were the researcher in this scenario, aha colleague, publisher, and/or administratordid
become aware of the action, what is the probabilitthat you would experience the following outcomed,
any? [Write in a number between 0% (no chance) ah100% (certain) for each.]

a. Personal sense of shame or guilt %

b. Embarrassment due to lost respect of colleaigudse department %
c. Censure in personnel file %
d. Censure by research review committee %

e. Sanctioned from engaging in research for pesfdine %

f. Dismissal from the university %
g. Criminal arrest and prosecution %
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SECTION Il. BACKGROUND QUESTIONS

Ethics Experiences

Have you ever, in graduate school or as a facuéisnbrer, observed a colleague engaging in a research
scholarship practice that some might consider allyicuestionable?

Yes No Not sure

Please check all that apply or fill in the blankaggropriate. Please note that demographics eiénbe
reported in a way that could be combined to idgmérticular individuals.

1. Gender:
Female Male
2. Race/ethnicity — which category best descrjmes
White/Caucasian Black/African-American Hispanic or Latino

Asian/Pacific Islander Other (specify):

3. Current academic position:

Tenure track assistant professor
Tenured associate professor
Tenured professor
Administrator

Non tenure track faculty

Other (specify):

4. Estimated percent of full-time effort on averatgvoted to research activities over the past year %
(e.g., If you normally work 40+ hours/week, anémsg half of that on research, enter 50%.)

5. Field/discipline: Psychology Sociology ___ Other (specify):

6. Approximategotal undergraduate and graduate enroliment at yodututien:

7. Did you receive your graduate education/trgjnimthe U.S.? Yes No

Please provide any comments or suggestions youhanag/ regarding this survey instrument or process:

Thank you very much for taking the time to partatiin this research!
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